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FOREWORD 


This  annual  report  is  compiled  by  the  Tennessee  ASCS  State 
Office  to  provide  a summary  of  the  operation  of  our  County 
Offices  in  19&6. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Committees  are 
responsible  for  the  administration  of  programs  which  direct- 
ly or  indirectly  affect  the  welfare  of  each  farmer  and  con- 
sumer in  the  Nation.  These  programs  are  designed  to  help 
maintain  a balance  between  production  and  consumption,  sta- 
bilize prices  of  certain  commodities,  conserve  soil  and 
water,  and  preserve  the  forests  in  our  Country. 

Our  appreciation  is  extended  to  ASC  county  and  community 
committeemen,  county  office  personnel,  and  representatives 
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contributed  to  the  success  of  our  farm  programs  in  1966. 
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ASCS  PROGRAM  PAYMENTS  AND  PRICE  SUPPORT  LOANS 
RECEIVED  BY  TENNESSEE  FARMERS 


(program^ 

PAYMENTS 

LOANS 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

Up 687 ,375 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE 

3,370,019 

APPALACHIAN  LAND  STABILIZATION 
AND  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

876* U38 

UPLAND  COTTON  PROGRAM 

33,134U58 

WHEAT  PROGRAM  PAYMENTS 

1,301,799 

WOOL  ~ 1966  MARKETING  YEAR 

h3s7kl 

UNSHORN  LAMBS  - 1966  MARKETING  YEAR 

17,46 

FEED  GRAIN 

22*082,862 

WHEAT  LOANS,  FARM  STORED 

32,ii.91 

WHEAT  LOANS,  WAREHOUSE  STORED 

i,U68 

SOYBEAN  LOANS,  FARM  STORED 

520*702 

SOYBEAN  LOANS,  WAREHOUSE  STORED 

121,  L4U 

CORN  LOANS,  FARM  STORED 

26*775 

BARLEY  LOANS,  FARM  STORED 

88? 

FARM  STORAGE  FACILITY  LOANS 

125,46 

MOBILE  DRYING  EQUIPMENT  LOANS 

895 

COTTON  LOANS,  COUNTY  OFFICES 

1,6747  9h 

COTTON  LOANS,  COOPERATIVES 

1,168,40 

TOTALS 

65,5lU,ll8 

3,673,372 
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AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 


For  the  past  31  years  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  (ACP)  has 
provided  Federal  assistance  to  farmers  to  aid  them  in  applying  needed 
conservation  practices  on  their  land.  Through  the  ACP  all  the  people 
have  a share  in  helping  to  conserve  and  protect  the  Nation :s  soil  and 
water  resources.  The  ACP  has  long  been  recognized  as  a farmer-govern- 
ment partnership  engaged  in  the  preservation  and  wise  use  of  our  basic 
natural  resources. 

The  cost-sharing  provided  through  the  ACP  represents  about  50  percent 
of  the  investment  involved  in  installing  needed  conservation  practices 
on  our  Nation's  farmlands.  The  farmer  puts  up  the  other  half  of  the 
cost  and  usually  provides  the  labor  and  equipment  for  carrying  out  the 
approved  conservation  work  to  be  done. 

The  ACP  is  extremely  flexible  and  has  been  adapted  over  the  years  to 
fit  the  needs  of  the  time.  Currently  the  program  is  geared  to  provide 
increased  emphasis  to  changes  in  land  use  consistent  with  the  needs  of 
our  society.  The  1966  program  emphasized  the  shifting  of  land  from 
intensive  cropping  uses  contributing  to  unneeded  surpluses  to  long-term 
conservation  uses  such  as  permanent  vegetation  of  grass  and  legumes  or 
tree  cover. 

A special  effort  was  made  to  direct  the  program  toward  helping  solve 
urgent  community  conservation  problems  through  special  projects.  Par- 
ticular emphasis  was  given  to  using  ACP  cost-sharing  to  get  people  who 
had  not  been  practicing  conservation  farming  to  get  started  on  needed 
conservation  work. 

The  1966  ACP  continued  a trend  of  several  years  standing  to  aid  sub- 
stantially in  overall  rural  community  development. 

The  following  summary  will  show  the  extent  of  program  accomplishments 
in  Tennessee  during  the  1966  program  year. 
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TAELS  I COMPARATIVE  DATA  FOR  ALL  FARMS  AND  THOSE  FARMS 

PARTICIPATING  IN  THE  1966  AGRICULTURAL 
CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
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TABIE  1 - Contunued 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF  FARMS 

NOo  FARMS  PARTICIPATING 
AT  LEAST  ONCE  DURING 
1962»1966 

AIL 

FARRS 

NO  a FARMS 
PARTICIPATING 

Johnson 

2,284 

62U 

1,208 

Knox 

3,106 

259 

962 

Lake 

398 

18 

115 

Lauderdale 

1,993 

519 

887 

Lawrence 

3,732 

1^216 

2,205 

Lewis 

656 

182 

1 L02 

Lincoln 

3,Oii9 

738 

1,575 

Loudon 

1,831 

U30 

791 

McMinn 

2*51*7 

672 

1,422 

McNairy 

2,787 

5UU 

1.U53 

Macon 

2,166 

TtT” 

1,1^7 

Madison 

2,939 

556 

1,434 

Marion 

836 

1U7 

UI4I4. 

Marshall 

1,799 

396 

859 

Maury 

2,999 

871 

1,521 

Meigs 

85o 

252 " 

510^ 

Monroe 

2,UU2 

539 

1,003 

Montgomery 

2,073 

615 

1,292 

Moore 

708 

161 

311 

Morgan 

i,oU3 

193 

500 

Obion 

2,575 

628 

i,444 

Overton 

2,Ii.30 

691 

1,266 

Perry 

7U5 

161 

435 

Pickett 

90? 

297 

671 

Polk 

828 

lU3 

371 

Putnam 

2,738 

712 

1,608 

Rhea 

1,132 

21*6 

531 

Roane 

1,673 

255 

1,033 

Robertson 

2,537 

856 

1,761 

Rutherford 

3,303 

666 

1,386 

Scott 

950 

195 

U23^ 

Sequatchie 

318 

133 

250 

Sevier 

3,091* 

588 

1,151* 

Shelby 

3,672 

31*5 

917 

Smith 

1,891 

382 

1,059 

Stewart 

1,079 

iur“ 

' 356 

Sullivan 

3,328 

576 

1,214; 

Sumner 

3,599 

801 

1,998 

Tipton 

2,526 

335 

52 

Trousdale 

619 

233 

398 

Unicoi 

1,085 

306 

Union 

1,551 

222 

544 

Van  Buren 

526 

2143 

k02 

Warren 

2,391 

1,006 

1,672 

Washington 

3*,867 

95k 

1,863 

Wayne 

1,710 

"'13.6 

927 

Weakley 

U,069 

1,083 

2,367 

White 

2,131 

703 

1,292 

Williamson 

2,71*2 

627 

1,357 

Wilson 

3,055  1 

613 

1,375 . . . 1 
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TABLE  2 NUMBER  OF  APPROVALS  AND  PAYMENTS  TO  FARMERS  UNDER 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM  - 1966  PROGRAM  YEAR 


COUNTY 

TOTAL  APPROVALS 
PAID 

TOTAL  C0ST~SHAEE5 
(EXCLUDING  SCI) 

STATE  TOTAL 

61*,o53 

1.687,375 

Anderson 

2i*9 

21,185 

Bedford 

671 

73,057 

Benton 

2*63 

30,51*1* 

Bledsoe 

763 

50,158 

Blount 

835 

59,876 

Bradley 

1*80 

1*5,269 

Campbell 

3 Hi 

20,607 

Gannon 

h79 

33,828 

Carroll 

1,730 

80,509 

Carter 

851* 

36ol32 

Cheatham 

362 

31, 7& 

Chester 

h29 

31,71*0 

Claiborne 

692 

1*6,199 

Clay 

392 

28,073 

Cocke 

568 

37,680 

Coffee 

702 

51,852 

Crockett 

1,180 

1*9,11*0 

Cumberland 

657 

1*7,721* 

Davidson 

31*0 

36,703 

Decatur 

359 

35  <,137 

iDekalb 

651 

60,81*0 

Dickson 

735 

2*6,61*3 

Dyer 

652 

50,158 

Fayette 

750 

81,971* 

Fentress 

502 

31^330 

Franklin 

860 

77,551 

Gibson 

3,012 

115,71*5 

Giles 

1,123 

91,071* 

Grainger 

1*36 

35  s,  *15 

Greene 

1,3*2 

86,393 

Grundy 

2h3 

“307682“ 

Hamblen 

h79 

1*7,991 

Hamilton 

316 

3*s756 

Hancock 

581* 

28,821* 

Hardeman 

1,01*5 

69,81*7 

Hardin 

oil 

Hawkins 

71*2 

53,861* 

Haywood 

6 78 

51*,  1*1*1* 

Henderson 

1,588 

77,192 

Henry 

1,019 

73,631 

Hickman 

"TtTjffr" 

Houston 

197 

16,328 

Humphreys 

1*77 

36,789 

Jackson 

698 

32,378 

Jefferson 

751*  'I 

58.562  1 
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TABLE  2 - Continued 


COUNTY  ' 

TOTAL  APPROVALS 

TOTAL  COST-SHARES 

PAID 

(EXCLUDING  SCI) 

Johnson 

96  7 

39,3-56 

Knox 

320 

3l+,  715 

Lake 

18 

1+5,531+ 

Lauderdale 

522 

l+95296 

Lawrence 

1.817 

81+,082 

Lewis 

2^2 

16,651 

Lincoln 

961 

80,8ll+ 

Loudon 

563 

52,  068 

McMinn 

835 

75,539 

McNairy 

7U6 

51,091+ 

Macon 

“16,379 

Madison 

692 

67,599 

Marion 

215 

28,208 

Marshall 

588 

1+7,1+91 

Maury 

927 

9SA3S 

Meigs 

360 

■38,273 

Monroe 

570 

63,226 

Montgomery 

617 

65,186 

Moore 

271 

18,862 

Morgan 

266 

23,271+ 

Obion 

711 

77,1+23 

Overton 

991 

1+8 , 1+60 

Perry 

226 

21,751 

Pickett 

U68 

25,390 

Polk 

181 

17  ? 221+ 

Putnam 

8 99 

5l+,07l+ 

Rhea 

267 

31,131+ 

Roane 

376 

26,723 

Robertson 

1,207 

102,372 

Rutherford 

705 

85,951 

Scott 

256 

19,229 

Sequatchie 

165 

26,629 

Sevier 

853  , 

59,157 

Shelby 

520 

57,61+9 

Smith 

1+75 

1+0  , 256 

Stewart 

200 

l8,8l0 

Sullivan 

707 

1+3,28  9 

Sumner 

1,033 

73,91+0 

Tipton 

1+77 

61+,383 

Trousdale 

1+52 

28,1+1+2 

Unicoi 

xS  j)  X^& 

Union 

275 

20,881 

Van  Buren 

379 

20,253 

Warren 

1,263 

80,1+61+ 

Washington 

1,166 

72,1+62 

Wayne 

600 

' 1+9,753 

Weakley 

1,1+2  6 

77,055 

White 

967 

71,290 

Williamson 

71+6 

66,81+9 

Wilson 

816 

61,382 
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TABLE  3 PERMANENT  VEGETATIVE  COVER 

1 966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NOo  A?=2 


i iWlVA  iVJU  A'IWO  c- 

COUNTY 

N0„  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  ACP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

27,653 

31*7,751 

20286,9ia 

6o58 

Anderson 

156 

1,3U2 

12 $ 33k 

9ol9 

Bedford 

280 

5,261 

35,368 

6.72 

Benton 

2U3 

l,l;01 

12,^30 

8.87 

Bledsoe 

359 

1^360 

27,135 

6.22 

Blount 

1*29 

U,6o8 

31,1*85 

6.83 

Bradley 

361 

ii,905 

37,151* 

7.57 

Campbell 

133 

92k 

8,14.614 

9-16 

Cannon 

287 

3,368 

20,951 

6.22 

Carroll 

29 

202 

1,1*53 

7-19 

Carter 

67 

371 

2,917 

7.86 

Cheatham 

21$ 

2SU90 

" 22,ial  ' 

9.00 

Chester 

15 

203 

1,599 

7.88 

Claiborne 

167 

1,735 

13,791 

7.95 

Clay 

185 

2soU5 

114,516 

7.10 

Cocke 

iia 

i»U55 

10,586 

7.28 

Coffee 

" wrr 

5,797 

3U,777 

6.00 

Cumberland 

3U9 

U,021 

27,051; 

6.73 

Davidson 

188 

2 5 907 

20,0142 

6.89 

Decatur 

212 

1,821* 

23,!i98 

12.88 

DeKalb 

330 

U,2  k9 

31,1*23. 

7.U0 

Dickson 

527 

5,109 

35,176 

6.89 

Fayette 

520 

10,201; 

59,390 

5.82 

Fentress 

381 

3,932 

22,3H5 

5.68 

Franklin 

615 

10,930 

61,062 

5.59 

Gibson 

1 

5 

361 

72.20 

Giles 

677 

6,591 

62,919 

7.32 

Grainger 

301 

2,li69 

21,923 

8.88 

Greene 

633 

6,I;79 

37,286 

5.75 

Grundy 

170 

1,691 

25,177 

ll;.89 

Hamblen 

55 

555 

3,171 

5.71 

Hamilton 

233 

39kl2 

27,236 

7.96 

Hancock 

233 

2,005 

15,238 

7.60 

Hardeman 

106 

936 

7,2lU; 

7.71; 

Hardin 

231 

3,507 

19,811; 

5.65 

Hawkins 

2ii2 

2^14-72 

17,310 

7.00 

Haywood 

1 

1 

HF 

H3__ 

Henderson 

717 

7,269 

39,372 

5.1;2 

Henry 

679 

7,365 

U9,695 

6.75 

Hickman 

31k 

!*,161* 

27,807 

6.68 

Houston 

109 

19226 

11,352 

9.26 

Humphreys 

272 

3,373 

2h,752 

TF 

Jackson 

307 

2,701 

16,1;  33 

6.08 

Jefferson 

356 

U,915 

22,882 

U.66 

Johnson 

188 

1,14.68 

7,777 

5.30 

Knox 

237 

3,165 

- 2t>»i68 

7.6U 
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TABLE  3 ~ Continued 
PRACTICE  NOo  A-2 


Mo  Minn 
MeNairy 
Macon 
Madison 
Marion 
Marshall 
Maury 
Meigs 
Monroe 


Montgomery 

USO 

13,701* 

1*7,230 

3ob5 

Moore 

“TUT" 

i,785 

11,1*1*9 

6obl 

Morgan 

I6h 

1,588 

11,331* 

7olb 

Obion 

3 

77 

507 

6058 

Overton 

53ii 

U.133 

25,1*59 

60l6 

Perry 

125 

1,825 

II  13,070 

7*16 

Pickett 

200 

2,735 

13,600 

5*05 

Polk 

113 

1,187 

11,1*61* 

9*66 

Putnam 

522 

3,536 

30,969 

80?6 

Rhea 

192 

2,930 

23,11*5 

7o90 

Roane 

299 

2,572 

1 22,395 

8,71 

Robertson 

61*2 

12,031* 

I 55,923 

bo65 

Rutherford 

565 

9,335 

66,5x6 

7ol3  ' 

Scott 

121* 

1,157 

10,093 

8<>72 

Sequatchie 

103 

1 , 1*1*3 

20,298 

xb*o? 

Sevier 

369 

2,1*07 

27,096 

11*26 

Shelby 

122 

2,1*3*  " 

8,59 

Smith 

257 

5,673 

25,702 

bo  53 

Stewart 

11*0 

1,870 

lb, 759 

7o89 

Sullivan 

187 

1,381 

10,669 

7o73 

Sumner 

779 

10,832 

5b,b85 

5o03 

tfipton 

173 

' 25,803 

HOf* 

Trousdale 

160 

2,363 

16,299 

6*90 

Unicoi 

88 

5oo 

b,38b  I 

8o77 

Union 

57 

1»00 

b,688 

11*72 

Van  Buren 

221 

2,0*2 

11,31*7  1 

5*56 

Warren 

ipfr 1 

" b*17 

Washington 

33b 

3,1*35 

20,032 

5*83 

Wayne 

323 

3,21*6 

29,815 

9*19 

Weakley 

29 

239 

1,837 

7*69 

White 

1*61* 

5,1*20  1 

30„b89  I 

5,63 

Williamson 

uK 

7,552  f 

b6,805 

6*20 

Wilson  j 

668  I 

9,21*1*  | 

b8,25b 

5*22  | 
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PART  I 


TABLE  1* 


ROTATION  COVER 
1966  AGP 


AlUIWi  AM  w 0 

COUNTY 

NO,  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  CF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

9, 65k 

100,1*57 

690,093 

6087 

Anderson 

1 

5 

32 

6.1*0 

Bedford 

90 

1,217 

10,020 

8„23 

Benton 

6 

26 

291 

11.19 

Bledsoe 

Ilk 

1,276 

7 ,1*1*7 

5,81* 

Blount 

15 

293 

2*710 

9o25 

Bradley 

“To~ 

~ 829 

8ol*9 

Campbell 

69 

1*06 

3,733 

9ol9 

Carroll 

9l*2 

8,117 

1*8,218 

5o  9l* 

Carter 

lh3 

1*56 

5,052 

11.08 

Cheatham 

6 

27 

185 

6.85 

Chester 

93 

ESo” 

8,805 

18.68 

Claiborne 

31+1 

2,353 

20,039 

8o52 

Clay 

28 

21*1 

1,812 

7o52 

Cocke 

11*3 

1,370 

10,016 

7o31 

Coffee 

1*7 

1*92 

3*950 

8o03 

Crockett 

395 

3,793 

' 20,631 

6.1*1* 

Cumberland 

7 6 

936 

8,581 

9.17 

Davidson 

3 

25 

11*2 

5®  68 

Dekalb 

22 

261* 

2,211 

8o37 

Dickson 

1*1 

308 

2,1*37. 

7*91 

Dyer 

31 5 

3,892 

26,187 

"6.73 

Fayette 

33 

731* 

8,886 

6«6o 

Fentress 

81* 

688 

5,593 

8.13 

Franklin 

85 

1,589 

7,61*8 

l*.9l* 

libs on 

71*7 

6,630 

36,927 

5.57 

Giles 

“TP 

97 

679 

7.00 

Greene 

185 

1,503 

10,302  ■ 

6„85 

Hamblen 

269 

2,913 

20,259 

60  95 

Hancock 

1*1* 

278 

2,123 

7 a 61* 

Hardeman 

259 

3,677 

23,939 

60  51 

Hardin 

1,662 

9,1*56 

5o69 

Hawkins 

220 

2,  Oil* 

11*5639 

7.27 

Haywood 

195 

3,211 

19,289 

60OI 

Henderson 

35 

221* 

1,71*0 

7.77 

Henry 

81* 

761 

• 6,273 

8.21* 

Hickman 

38 

312 

2,830 

9.07 

Houston 

22 

177 

1,681* 

9.51 

Humphreys 

11* 

109 

991* 

9.12 

Jackson 

11 

55 

1*37 

7.95 

Jefferson 

169 

1,903 

Hi,  515 

7.63 

Johnson 

1,300 

u$58 

"TOi ' ' j 

Knox 

26 

279 

2,753 

9.87 

Lake 

5 

131 

1,21*3 

9.1*9 

Lauderdale 

131 

2,11*1 

ll*,81*0 

6.93 

Lewis 

8 

— . - 

511  I 

7.63  1 

TABLE  1*  “ Continued 
PRACTICE  NO,  A-3 
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N0„  0? 

TCUL 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP  j 

AVERAGE 

COUNTY 

APPROVALS 

ACRES 

ASSISTANCE 

ASSISTANCE 

(DOLLARS) 

PER  ACRE 

Lincoln 

1*1* 

1*23 

3,3*9 

7.92 

Loudon 

68 

78U 

6,978 

8.90 

McMinn 

117 

1,156 

10,905 

9.1*3 

McNairy 

7 

79 

812 

10o28 

Macon 

81*0 

6,581* 

7.81* 

Madison 

E20 

5,888 

Marshall 

88 

1,058 

8,138 

7o98 

Maury 

17 

21*6 

1,623 

606o 

Meigs 

33 

309 

2,969 

9c6l 

Montgomery 

11 

160 

959 

5.99 

Moore 

1 

“3T" 

~9lBT~ 

Obion 

1*85 

9,  398 

56g 332 

5.99 

Overton 

3k 

23U 

1,501 

6oi*l 

Perry 

li* 

12U 

1,227 

9.90 

Pickett 

51* 

625 

3.U3U 

5.1*9 

Polk 

13 

112 

1,300 

11.61 

Putnam 

la 

33U 

2,718 

8.0* 

Robertson 

lk3 

2,13* 

9,629 

l*.5l 

Scott 

5? 

U17 

3,993 

9.58 

Sequatchie 

11 

12l* 

1.331* 

10.76 

Sevier 

“TT" 

137 

“pr 

Shelby 

67 

820 

9,555 

11.65 

Smith 

13 

153 

1,152 

7.53 

Stewart 

5 

Ii5 

1*78 

10.62 

Sullivan 

229 

1,1*90 

12,367 

8.30 

Sumner 

“IF” 

21 1* 

705 

3.29 

Tipton 

67 

i,iai 

10,252 

7.27 

Trousdale 

22 

179 

1,389 

7.76 

Unicoi 

92 

1*63 

3, 1*1*0 

7.1*3 

Union 

95 

681 

. 6,318 

9.28 

Van  Buren 

hst 

1 61* 

P©  ( j? 

Warren 

5i 

1*92 

3,361*. 

6.81* 

Washington 

237 

l,6ll 

13,1*85 

8.37 

Wayne 

21 

225 

1,781 

7.92 

Weakley 

693 

. J.JA 

i*o,65o 

5.1*2 

White 

118 

fc?9x 

7,132 

8.00 

Williamson 

ko 

1*79 

3,666 

7.65 

Wilson 

1 k 

66 

1*56 

6.91 
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PART  I 


TABLE  5 


CONTOUR  STRIPCROPPING 
1966  AGP 


COUNTY 

NOo  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  W%LT'" 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

8 

302 

906 

3<>00 

Bedford 

1 

10' 

30 

3o00 

Blount 

1 

2k 

72 

3*00 

Hardin 

1 

12 

36 

3oQ0 

Lincoln 

1 

75 

225 

3oQ0 

Maury 

1 

130 

390 

3oOO 

Trousdale 

1 

“nr 

72 

3oOO 

Unicoi 

1 

3 

9 

3»00 

fWarren 

1 

2k 

72 

3oOO 

TABLE  6 TREE  PLANTING 

1966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NOo  A-7 


COUNTY 

NOo  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  ACP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

2*501 

10*305 

116,590 

llio23 

Anderson 

5 

10 

150 

15  *>00 

Bedford 

6 

18 

255 

Hlol7 

Benton 

k7 

319 

1*,792 

I5o02 

Bledsoe 

90 

231 

3,14-20 

1U081 

Blount 

8 

32 

1*87 

l5®22 

Bradley 

hot” 

“tST" 

”T7H2F“ 

lko73 

Campbell 

3 

15 

217 

Ikokl 

Cannon 

8 

19 

285 

ISoOO 

Carroll 

51i 

237 

3,565 

I5e0li 

barter 

7 . . 

35 

kkl 

12  o60 

Cheatham 

1*6 

~TT 

851i 

TOT” 

Chester 

78 

380 

3,791* 

9*98 

Claiborne 

2 

13 

195 

l5o00 

Clay 

20 

106 

1,590 

i50oo 

Cocke 

13 

kk 

655 

1U.89  1 

Coffee 

19 

Torn 

Cumberland 

j 120 

302 

4537 

I5o02 

Davidson 

k 

2k 

360 

I5o00 

Decatur 

23 

95 

1,1*25 

I5'o00 

DeKalb 

17 

6U 

960 

i50oo 

Dickson 

60 

186 

2,738 

lh»72 

Dyer 

1 

1 

15 

i5o00 

Fayette 

7 

58 

870 

I5o00 

Fentress 

13 

92 

1,380 

I5o00 

[Franklin 

6 

13 

195 

i5o00 
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TABLE  6 = Continued 


PRACTICE  NO,  A-7 


COUNTY 

NOo  CF 
APPROVALS 

WAX 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

libson 

2 

6 

82 

13  067 

Giles 

5 

38 

570 

X5o0O 

Grainger 

9 

38 

577 

15.18 

Greene 

h 

9 

135 

15.00 

Grundy 

12 

69 

1.0l*2 

15.10 

Hamblen 

1 

2 

37 

18.50 

Hamilton 

6 

28 

378 

13.50 

Hancock 

5 

20 

305 

15.25 

Hardeman 

65 

266 

2 ^,614-8 

9.95 

Hardin 

110 

300 

l**5oo 

15.00 

Hawkins 

h 

6 

90 

“15.00 

Harwood 

5 

7 

99 

lUo'iU 

Henderson 

!li5 

U56 

7,360 

16.il* 

Henry 

71 

262 

3;?  889 

li*.8l* 

Hickman 

XU3 

551* 

8 c 223 

1U.8U 

Houston 

“T5T“ 

121 

“TTfeS  l 

15.08 

Humphreys 

61 

206 

3,0914 

15.02 

Jackson 

11? 

1*67, 

7,012 

15.01 

Jefferson 

7 

25 

382 

15.28 

Johnson 

35 

l6o 

1,868 

11*67 

Knox 

10 

81* 

15.98  “ 

Lawrence 

29 

135 

2,025 

15.00 

Lewis 

28 

128 

1,928 

l5©o6 

Lincoln 

2 

11 

165 

15.00 

Loudon 

11 

113 

1*695 

i5.oo 

McMinn 

39 

285 

E,287 

i5.ol*“ 

McNairy 

138 

U06 

3,988 

9.82 

Macon 

1 

3 

1*5 

15.00 

Madison 

15 

71 

728 

10.25 

Marion 

2 

3 

U5 

i5.oo 

Marshall 

1 

2 

30 

jj.66“ 

Maury 

2? 

Ihl 

2,090 

ll*«22 

Meigs 

35 

162 

2,1*73 

15.27 

Monroe 

19 

153 

2*247 

Hle69 

Montgomery 

18 

h 6 

709 

l5.hl 

Moore 

1 

1 

“IT” 

Morgan 

59 

5U3 

8,139 

li*.99 

Obion 

2 

2 

22 

11.00 

Overton 

110 

1*59 

5428 

11.83 

Perry 

22 

260 

3*900 

15.00 

Pickett 

13 

"68" 

1,020 

“x5.oo< 

Polk 

1*2 

226 

3,399 

15.01* 

Putnam 

8 

2U 

180 

7.50 

Rhea 

7 

16 

2l*0 

i5.oo 

Roane 

12 

9h 

1*399 

1U.88  I 

Robertson 

13 

999 

“iii.91 

Rutherford 

h 

7 

105 

15.  eo 

Scott 

1 6 

93 

1,381 

11*.  85 

Sequatchie 

1 

10 

l5o 

15.00 

Sevier 

...  ..  12. 

90 

lo357 

15.08 
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PART I 


TABLE  6 =■  Continued 


PRACTICE  NOo  A-7 


COUNTY 

NO.  OF 

APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

Shelby 

2 

20 

300 

I5o00 

Smith 

2 

E 

63 

15.75 

Stewart 

16 

63 

952 

l5.ll 

Sullivan 

3 

8 

127 

15.87 

Sumner 

1 

3 

E5 

15.00 

Tipton 

3 

3 

- ~~ET  " 

15  0 00 

Trousdale 

1 

3 

15 

5oOO 

Unicoi 

5 

25 

375 

15.00 

Union 

12 

EE 

667 

15.16 

Van  Buren 

25_ 

69 

9EE 

13.68 

Warren 

“IE 

75 

HL/S2 

13o89" 

Washington 

IE 

27 

392 

1E.52 

Wayne 

26 

17  E 

2,620 

15.06 

Weakley 

8E 

21E 

3,151 

1E.72 

White 

2k 

10E 

1,553  . . _ _ 

1Eo93 

Williamson 

27 

' iBff " 

2,756 

1Eo98 

Wilson 

2 

7 

105 

15.00 

TABLE  ? IMPROVEMENT  OF  AN  ESTABLISHED  VEGETATIVE 

Com  FOR  SOIL  OR  WATERSHED  PROTECTION 
1966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NO.  B-l 


COUNTY 

NO.  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

69386 

81,1(58 

5x5.210 

6o32 

Anderson 

61 

887 

5,8E2 

6.59 

Bedford 

117 

2,53i( 

16/20 

6„EE 

Bledsoe 

82 

95E 

6/68 

7 0 09 

Blount 

30E 

3,237 

20,20 6 

602k 

ICampbeH 

39 

55o 

Eol39 

7.53 

Cannon 

T 

1/239 

7/31 

5.67 

Carroll 

E 

57 

658 

ii*5E 

Carter 

E 99 

2,659 

20/73 

7.89 

Cheatham 

5 

E9 

E33 

808E 

Claiborne 

70 

68  E 

5,578 

8d5 

Clay 

63'" 

“735 

“S76T” 

Cocke 

181 

1,865 

12,055 

60E6 

Coffee 

26 

2EE 

1,976 

80IO 

Cumberland 

E7 

609 

E,  3E6 

7olE 

Davidson 

27  1 

678 

E.999 

mlJ 
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TABLE  7 ~ Continued 


COUNTY 

NOo  OF 
APPROVAL 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

Dekalb 

111 

1,962 

Ik, 923 

7 06I 

Dickson 

k 

1|8 

296 

6„17 

Fentress 

3 

k3 

188 

ko37 

Gibson 

5 

81 

1,328 

18„86 

Giles 

77 

1,968 

8,038 

ko08 

Grainger 

70 

1,130 

7,2k5 

CTl  " 

Greene 

368 

k,  272 

23,039 

5.8? 

Grundy 

k 

82 

332 

6„  73 

Hamblen 

129 

2,2k7 

21,360 

9,51 

Hamilton 

33 

k33 

3,893 

8.56 

Hancock 

307 

1,91*6“ 

60  3k 

Hawkins 

166 

2,119 

13,ii92 

6037 

Jackson 

16 

216 

1,618 

7«k9 

Jefferson 

17lfc 

3,232 

17,776 

3ok7 

Johnson 

283 

2,00k 

lk,6k8 

7o31 

Knox 

30 

b6o 

' "5,213  " 

7»90 

Lawrence 

21 

137 

1,092 

6096 

Lincoln 

261 

5,023 

21,218 

ko22) 

McMinn 

6 

62 

7k2 

Ho97 

Marion 

70 

1,289 

10,069 

7»8l 

Marshall 

“M* 

”T«2i2r 

6,58? 

“ 5ok2’ 

Meigs 

32 

332 

2,k73 

7o03 

Monroe 

23 

31*2 

2s9h3 

806l 

Montgomery 

21 

1*68 

3,286 

7o02 

Moore 

70 

87k 

k,39k 

3®26 

Morgan 

~r~ 

IT 

50F 

12,27 

Obion 

i 

1*0 

332 

8o80 

Overton 

2k3 

2,181 

13,lk3 

6C03 

Pickett 

80 

807 

3,801 

7ol9 

Polk 

5 

10k 

332 

3,12 

Putnam 

Rhea 

Robertson 

Rutherford 

Scott 

237 

17 

33 

71 

31 

27H33 

30k 

399 

1,826 

336 

Ik,5k0 

2,386 

3,989 

13,36k 

2,200 

”379^“ 
8a3l 
6066 
7ok3 
60  33 

Sequahc  File 

Sevier 

Smith 

Sullivan 

Sumner 

20 

289 

8 

263 

18 

3,637 

168 

2,893 

273 

“2 T2b9 
22,178 
1,277 
18,916 
1,373 

6o10 

7*60 

603k 

3o72 

Unicoi 

1.9 

6,315 

”l2®53  ~ 

Union 

?8  j 

l»27lt 

7,333 

3o77 

Van  Buren 

Ilk  I 

1,10k 

6,879 

6a2J 

Warren 

176 

2,803 

Ik, 810 

3o28 

Washington 

k89 

3,383 

32,907  1 

6.11 
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PART  I 


TABLE  7 - Continued 


PRACTICE  NO. 

3-1 

N0o  OF 

TOTAL 

AMOUNT  OF  ACP 

AVERAGE 

COUNTY 

APPROVALS 

ACRES 

ASSISTANCE 

ASSISTANCE 

(DOLLARS) 

PER  ACRE 

Wayne 

~HT“ 

l,2l|l 

5,087 

lulO 

White 

289 

U,969 

27,579 

5.55 

Wilson 

la 

537 

3,887 

7.2U 

TABLE  8 CONTROLLING  PASTURE  SHRUBS  WITH  CHEMICAIS 

1 966  ACP 


PRACTICE  NO. 

3-3 

NO.  OF 

TOTAL 

AMOUNT  OF  ACP 

AVERAGE 

COUNTY 

APPROVALS 

ACRES 

ASSISTANCE 

(DOLLARS) 

ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

327 

2,712 

22,871 

80li3 

Carter 

86 

393 

3,572 

9c09 

Claiborne 

36 

288 

2,621 

9.10 

Oof fee 

22 

160 

2,080 

13.00 

Grainger 

10 

1U3 

1,169 

8017 

Hancock 

71 

7h9 

5,637 

7.53 

Hawkins 

Ii6 

— t© — 

3,639 

Belli 

Montgomery 

15 

2U3 

1,935 

7.96 

Sevier 

8 

68 

598 

8.79 

Unicoi 

33 

221 

. . .1,620 

7,33 

TABLE  9 CONSTRUCTING  WELLS  FOR  LIVESTOCK  WATER 

1966  ACP 


PRACTICE  NO. 

3-5 

NO.  OF 

TOTAL 

AMOUNT  OF  ACP 

AVERAGE 

COUNTY 

APPROVALS 

NUMBER. 

ASSISTANCE 

ASSISTANCE 

(DOLLARS) 

PER  UNIT 

STATE  TOTAL 

li2 

U2 

7,553 

179.83 

Meigs 

9 

9 

3,676 

U08oiili 

Obion 

17 

17 

2,02? 

119. 2k 

Robertson 

7 

7 

961 

137.29 

|Rutherford 

9 

9 

889 

98.78 
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TABLE  10  DEVELOPING  SPRINGS  AND  SEEPS 

1966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NO*  B~6 


COUNTY 

NO,  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

NUMBER 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  UNIT 

STATE  TOTAL 

10 

10 

535 

53o5Q 

Carter 

h 

h 

262 

65o50 

Johnson 

3 

3 

139 

1*6  0 33 

Sullivan 

1 

1 

75 

75=00 

Unicoi 

2 

1 -2 

59 

29=50 

TABLE  11  PONDS  FOR  LIVESTOCK  WATER 

1966  AGP 
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PART  I 


TABLE  11  «=  Continued 


PRACTICE  NOo  B-7 


COUNTY 

NOo  CF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

NUMBER 

AMOUNT  CF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  UNIT 

Franklin 

25 

25 

2,356 

94,24 

Gibson 

20 

20 

2,593 

129,65 

Giles 

44 

Uli 

3,616 

82.18 

Grainger 

26 

26 

2,51)1 

97,73 

Greene 

116 

116 

11,544 

99,5a 

Grundy 

19 

19 

2,U33 

128.8s 

Hamblen 

12 

Hi 

1^608 

114,86 

Hamilton 

23 

23 

1,762 

76061 

Hancock 

20 

20 

1,256 

62  080 

Hardeman 

22 

2U 

2,445 

101*87 

Hardin 

“TT" 

14 

1,404 

100 o 29 

Hawkins 

45 

45 

3,911) 

86,98 

Haywood 

44 

45 

6,118 

135,96 

Henderson 

22 

22 

1,285 

58  olil 

Henry 

23 

23 

1,991) 

86„70 

Hickman 

”2l T 

24 

2*239 

93,29 

Houston 

11 

11 

983 

89,36 

Humphreys 

36 

36 

2,965 

82*36 

Jackson 

39 

39 

3,636 

93,23 

Jefferson 

27 

27 

2,000 

74,07 

Johnson 

12 

12 

867 

72,25 

Knox 

8 

8 

632 

79,00 

Lauderdale 

15 

15 

3,585 

239,00 

Lawrence 

85 

85 

6,763 

79,56 

Lewis 

21 

21 

2,027 

96,52 

Lincoln 

33 

33 

4,091 

123,97 

Loudon 

30 

30 

3,31)7 

111*57 

McMinn 

51 

51 

3,911 

76069 

MeNairy 

57 

57 

6,337 

111*18 

Macon 

63 

63 

10,110 

160  o48 

Madison 

22 

22 

2,935 

133*41 

Marion 

2 

2 

301 

i5o ,5o 

Marshall 

29 

29 

2,662 

91,79 

Maury 

39 

39 

1),752 

121*85 

Meigs 

21 

21 

2,543 

121*10  I 

Monroe. 

“~Sr” 

25 

2 sh59 

”905“” 

Montgomery 

56 

56 

7,815 

139,55 

Moore 

13 

13 

917 

70*54 

Morgan 

28 

26 

2,338 

89,92 

Obion 

15 

x5 

2,516 

167,73 

Overton 

37  I 

' 3?  r 

53.08 

Perry 

8 

8 

683 

85,37 

Pickett 

2 

2 

128 

64,00 

Polk 

5 

5 

412 

82,4© 

Putnam 

35 

2,058 

58*80  I 
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TABLE  11  - Continued 


PRACTICE  NO.  B~? 


COUNTY 

NO.  OF'  ’ 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

NUMBER 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  UNIT 

Rhea 

1+5 

15 

U,303 

95*62 

Roane 

15 

15 

1,520 

101 0 33 

Robertson 

99 

99 

15,657 

158.15 

Rutherford 

1+2 

1+2 

3,561 

8l+*79 

Scott 

5 

5 

872 

171+-1+0 

Sequatchie 

ll 

ll 

“1,098 

99*82 

Sevier 

1+2 

k2 

2,521* 

60.10 

Shelby 

1+  5 

1+5 

6,899 

153*31 

Smith 

85 

85 

6,351* 

7l+*75 

Stewart 

12 

12 

1,1+66 

122.17  • 

Sullivan 

“TT” 

“IT” 

770 

“TTJT” 

Sumner 

65 

65 

8,586 

132*09 

Tipton 

3h 

3U 

6,181 

181.79 

Trousdale 

25 

25 

U,536 

I8IJ1U 

Union 

12  • 

12 

855 

71*25 

Van  Buren 

1+ 

U 

It72 

118.00 

Warren 

28 

28 

2,156 

77*00 

Washington 

31 

31 

3sOX9 

97*39 

Wayne 

16 

1+6 

1+.1+21 

96*11 

Weakley 

la 

ill 

2,612 

63*71 

tfhite 

36 

2^715 

75*1+2 

Williamson 

56 

56 

h9  966 

88*68 

Wilson 

5o 

so 

1+,  1+1+7 

88.91+  1 

TABLE  12  PIPELINES  FOR  LIVESTOCK  WATER 

1966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NO,  B=>8 


COUNTY 

NO.  CF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

NUMBER 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE  | 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  UNIT 

STATE  TOTAL 

225 

225 

IU067I 

65*20 

Anderson 

1 

1 

65 

65*00 

Bledsoe 

2 

2 

157 

78*50 

Blount 

2 

2 

81 

It0o5o 

Cannon 

5 

5 

2i+8 

1+9*60 

Carter 

6 

6 

1*230 

205 0 00 

Cheatham 

2 

2 

96 

1+9*00 

Claiborne 

6 

6 

699 

116* 50 

Cl;ay 

8 

8 

292 

36*50 

Cocke 

5 

5 

216 

1+3*20 

Davidson 

6 

- 6 

192  I 

32.00 
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PART  I 


TABLE  12  - Continued 


PRACTICE  NO.  B~8 


COUNTY 

NO.  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

NUMBER 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE, 
PER  UNIT 

DeKalb 

6 

6 

289 

UQoil 

Giles 

5 

5 

183 

36060 

Grainger 

6 

6 

285 

Ii7e50 

Hamblen 

9 

9 

1*092 

121*33 

Hancock 

h 

U31 

107 o?5 

Hardeman 

h 

h 

" 1(32 

T53o| 

Henderson 

1 

1 

20 

20*00 

Humphreys 

5 

5 

250 

50o00 

Jackson 

15 

15 

978 

6,5  0 20 

Jefferson 

8 

8 

581 

72o62 

Johnson 

3 

3 

13U 

UU.67  ' 

Knox 

2 

2 

180 

90*00 

Loudon 

1 

1 

15 

i5»oo 

McMinn 

2 

2 

9h 

U7.00 

Macon 

8 

8 

298 

37o25  1 

Marshall 

3 

3 

kb 

"15133™ 

Maury 

8 

8 

1 Ml 

183 0 37 

Meigs 

8 

8 

U25 

53ol2 

Montgomery 

3 

3 

3h2 

lUleOO 

Obion 

9 

9 

220 

2hoii.lt 

Overton 

8 

8 

' 28?  " 

35.87 

Perry 

2 

2 

238 

119 oOO 

Pickett 

12 

12 

62  6 

52el7 

Putnam 

12 

12 

U86 

U0o50 

Robertson 

3 

3 

151 

50.33 

Rutherford 

1 

1 

= 57 

“3TToo 

Sevier 

3 

3 

97 

32<>  33 

Smith 

k 

h 

193 

1*8.25 

Sullivan 

k 

h 

10U 

260  00 

Sumner 

6 

6 

hl6 

79o33  1 

Tipton 

3 

3 

119 

”59167 

Trousdale 

h 

h 

175 

1*3.75 

Unicoi 

1 

1 

350 

350 0 00 

Van  Buren 

1 

1 

67 

67®  00 

Warren 

2 

2 

112 

560oo 

[white 

n 283 

lufl 
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TABLE  13 


WOODLAND  IMPROVEMENT 
1966  AGP 


iivavxxvu  iiwe  0 tv 

COUNTY 

NOo  CF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  CF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

158 

1»300 

12,593 

9.69 

Benton 

6 

50 

532 

10»6it 

Bledsoe 

3 

17 

136 

80OO 

Carroll 

5 

21 

165 

7 086 

Carter 

3 

13 

157 

12o08 

Chester 

13 

193 

1,788 

9.2  6 

Cocke 

8 

to 

iOto 

' 8. ‘86' 

Davidson 

it 

33 

237 

7.18 

Dickson 

1 

6 

76 

12  067 

Giles 

3 

10 

156 

15  06O 

Grundy 

2 

lit 

303 

21.6U 

Hardeman 

16 

112 

”933" 

r8o3?“ 

Hardin 

9 

1*6 

it90 

10.65 

Haywood 

2 

2lt 

HgG 

5.83 

Henderson 

2 

2 

110 

55.00 

Henry 

.it. 

1*3 

350 

8.1it 

Hickman 

llt.09 

Jackson 

it 

30 

300 

lOoOO 

Kncse 

1 

26 

80 

3.08 

Lewis 

1 

1 

91 

91o00 

McNairy 

16 

92 

1,011 

10.99 

Marion 

1 

“30““ 

339 

Marshall 

1 

25 

365 

llte60 

Maury 

2 

10 

157 

15.70 

Meigs 

1 

35 

188 

5.37 

Monroe 

2 

28 

253 

9.0U 

Morgan 

U 

”13" 

390 

Obion 

2 

35 

350 

10.00 

Roane 

2 

8 

nit 

lit.  25 

Robertson 

2 

30 

225 

7.50 

Scott 

2 

9 

113 

12o56 

Sullivan 

1 

3 

TT 

“1 33T“ 

Sumner 

2 

20 

Ut3 

7.15 

Tipton 

1 

25 

75 

3.00 

Unicoi 

5 

21 

257 

1202k 

riayne 

8 

it? 

657 

13.98 

Afeaktey^ 

9 

73 

6I0t 

8.82 

Williamson 

2 

30 

173 

5.77  1 
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PART  I 


TABLE  H4 


SCD  WATERWAYS 
1966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NO*  C-l 


pOUNTY 

NOe  OF 
APPROVALS 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

1 AVERAGE  ! 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

PTATE  TOTAL 

U90 

713 

1(6,195 

6U.79 

Anderson 

u 

3 

299 

99.61 

Bedford 

21 

22 

1,735 

78,86 

Benton 

5 

h 

li?0 

XXToS'O 

Blount 

3 

3 

372 

12U.00 

Campbell 

h 

2 

16? 

83o50 

Cannon 

7 

3 

TX2 

137 . 33 

Carroll 

15 

10 

1,127 

112 .70 

Cheatham 

33 

27 

39  51(5 

131.30 

Chester 

8 

6 

77U 

129.00 

Claiborne 

2 

1 

158 

! 158 .00 

Cocke 

1 

1 

hi 

illoOO 

Coffee 

h 

3 

iil8 

139.33 

bavidson 

5 

10 

6I|8 

6lio80 

fDeKalb 

111 

11 

1,180 

107  <,27 

[Dickson 

9 

9 

650 

72.22 

JFayette 

1 

3 

30T“ 

102 0 00 

Fentress 

1 

1 

78 

78.00 

Franklin 

2. 

1 

121 

121,5.00 

lib son 

1 

1 

2ii 

2i|o00 

piles 

1 

2 

20li 

102*00. 

Grainger 

17 

1,675 

98*53 

Greene 

k 

7 

U28 

6i.il 

;Hamblen 

3 

3 

361l 

121.33 

pan.  ilton 

1 

2 

9k 

1*7.00 

Hancock 

3 

1 

119 

119 0 00 

Hardeman 

1 

1 

T5T- 

TSOcT" 

Hardin 

1 

2 

168 

SiioOO 

Haywood 

16 

19 

1,91a 

102 oi6 

Henry 

2 

3 

305 

101.67 

Hickman 

8 

7 

82I4 

117.71 

Humphreys 

21 

13 

88„  92 

Jackson 

8 

6 

783 

130.50 

Jefferson 

2 

2 

129 

61i05o 

Lauderdale 

& 

U 

309 

77.25 

Lawrence 

33 

32 

_3,Q73  J 

96.03 

Lewis 

3 

3 

382 

127.33 

Lincoln 

8 

7 

906 

129.1*3 

Loudon 

7 

6 

650 

108.33- 

McMimx 

2 

3 

302 

100.6?  - 

McNairy 

t 

2 

1 16 

72.50 
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TABLE  lli.  - Continued 


PRACTICE  NOo  C-l 


COUNTY 

NOo  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTS  CE 
PER  ACRE 

Macon 

11 

97 

ls136 

11.71 

Madison 

9 

a 

333 

83o25 

Marshall 

15 

nt 

1*1*67 

10lu79 

Maury 

20 

27 

3s  322 

X23oO[j. 

Monroe 

h 

k 

336 

8lioOO 

Montgomery 

15 

163 

"Tj9Hr“ 

12  old " 

Moore 

3 

2 

92 

U6o00 

Morgan 

1 

1 

90 

90o00 

Polk 

2 

1 

85 

85oOO 

Roane 

a 

9 

517 

5?0aa 

Robertson 

13 

9 

1,316“ 

Sevier 

i 

1 

70 

700O0 

Smith 

35 

35 

25827 

80o77 

Stewart 

6 

5 

603 

120o60 

Sullivan 

1 

1 

72 

72o00 

Sumner 

12 

9 

109 oil 

Tipton 

h 

5 

588 

117 060 

Trousdale 

8 

6 

370 

61 067 

Warren 

h 

2 

308 

15^0 00 

Washington 

1 

1 

ioa 

iol*oOO 

Wayne 

11 

10 

"'X0B2™ 

xor 

Weakley 

6 

31 

38? 

i2ea8 

Williamson 

h 

a 

1*20 

105oQ0 

Wilson 

10 

9 

1.053 

117 0 00 

TABLE  15'  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  PERMANENT  VEGETATION  ON  GULLIED 
AREAS  AS  PROTECTION  AGAINST  EROSION  - 1966  AGP 
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PART  I 


TABLE  15  - Continued 


PRACTICE  NOo  C~2 


COUNTY 

NO.  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  CF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

Robertson 

2h 

371 

15. 1*6 

Sevier 

23 

5 

59 

11.80 

Tipton 

35 

HtU 

13,011 

90.35 

Trousdale 

3h 

21 

U38 

20.86 

TABLE  16 


CONSTRUCTING  TERRACES 
1 966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NO.  C-U 


COUNTY 

NO.  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  CF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

21 

170 

1.080 

6.36 

Carroll 

5 

18 

2h9 

13.83 

Crockett 

2 

16 

58 

3.62 

Cibson 

1 

8 

ia 

1.75 

Haywood 

3 

27 

72 

2.67 

Lauderdale 

2 

7 

80 

n.a3 

Lawrence 

1 

T“ 

10 

2.00 

Madison 

6 

78 

226 

2.90 

Obion 

1 

11 

371 

33.73 

TABLE  17 

CONSTRUCTING  DIVERSION  TERRACES s 
DITCHES a OR  DIKES  - 1966  AGP 

PRACTICE  NO.  C-5 

NO.  OF 

— mw~ 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 

AVERAGE 

COUNTY 

APPROVALS 

ACRES 

ASSISTANCE 

(DOLLARS) 

ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

201 

3,976 

16.371 

lioX2 

Benton 

a 

90 

sax 

3179 

Cannon 

5 

90 

339 

3.77 

Cheatham 

3 

39 

252 

6.1*6 

Chester 

bS 

hh2 

lu  386 

9.92 

Davidson 

2 

10 

lh3 

Xiu30 
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TABLE  17  =>  Continued 


PRACTICE  NOo  C-5 


COUNTY 

NOo  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  ACP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

Decatur 

10 

10 

U90 

“L9o00 

DeKalb 

1 

10 

139 

13o90 

Fayette 

2 

U5 

22li 

Uo98 

Gibson 

16 

U7 

857 

18023 

Hardin 

U 

32 

229 

7ol6 

Haywood 

1 

“T” 

IT 

9o5o 

Henderson 

7 

59 

388 

6o58 

Hickman 

2 

h9 

380 

7o76 

Jackson 

1 

2 

6 

3<»00 

Lauderdale 

1 

2 

63 

31o50 

Lawrence 

3 

37 

211 

“ 5.70 

McMinn 

1 

6 

29 

1u83 

McNairy 

25 

2,211 

2,696 

lo22: 

Macon 

2 

20 

182 

9 olO 

Madison 

U 

60 

233 

3o88 

Marshall 

7" 

71 

630 

“O ~ 

Monroe 

1 

10 

53 

5o30 

Moore 

h 

hO 

115 

2,87 

Robertson 

8 

205 

1,121 

5<,U7 

Rutherford 

2 

20 

160 

8o00 

Smith 

8 

ET — 

333 

Stewart 

u 

37 

3hh 

9o30 

Tipton 

2 

35 

319 

9 »11 

Trousdale 

6 

10 

Ui2 

liio20 

Weakley 

. . 1 

1 

88 

880OO  | 

White 

Williamson 

Wilson 

2 

11 

55  " 

50 

13Q  . H 

273 

761 

387 

TFn 

15o22 

2o98 

TABLE  18  CONSTRUCTING  EROSION  CONTROL,,  WATER  DETENTION,  OR  SEDIMENT' 
RETENTION  DAMS  TO  PREVENT  OR  HEAL  GULLYING  CR  TO 
RETARD  OR  REDUCE  RUNOTF  OF  EXCESS  WATER  - 1966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NOo  C~6 


— ■■■■■,.  — — 

COUNTY 

NOo  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

NUMBER 

AMOUNT  ACP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE  | 

ASSISTANCE 
PER  UNIT 

STATE  TOTAL 

10 

13 

lio  605 

35Uo2S 

Dyer 

1 

1 

2U8 

2lt8o00 

Gibson 

h 

h 

1,U07 

35lo?5 

Henry 

3 

3 

670 

223*33 

Lauderdale 

1 

h 

2,163 

5iiOo75 

Shelby 

1 

1 

117 

117 o 00 
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TABLE  19 
PRACTICE  No, 

STREAM  CHANNEL 
G~8 

IMPROVEMENT  (Small  Tributaries) 
1966  AGP 

NO.  OF 

TOTAL 

AMOUNT  OF  ACP 

AVERAGE 

COUNTY 

APPROVALS 

NUMBER 

ASSISTANCE 

(DOLLARS) 

ASSISTANCE 
PER  UNIT 

STATE  TOTAL 

181 

i8a 

25,898 

Ili3o08 

Benton 

27 

27 

2a751i 

102.00 

Carroll 

9 

9 

1,696 

l880lili 

Claiborne 

1 

1 

65 

65»oo 

Davidson 

2 

2 

311 

155.00 

Dickson 

2 

2 

157 

78.50 

Greene 

2 

2 

~ mr~~ 

332.00 

Hardin 

1 

1 

270 

270.00 

Houston 

1 

1 

105 

io5o0o 

Humphreys 

20 

20 

1,631 

81.55 

Macon 

8 

8 

2*16U 

270.50 

Marshall 

Hi 

““HT" 

1,629 

Maury 

8 

8 

1,911 

238.87 

Moore 

9 

9 

918 

102.00 

Perry 

k 

h 

U39 

109.75 

Robertson 

. Ik 

Hi 

3,266 

233.29 

Rutherford 

3 

3 

176.00 

Smith 

7 

7 

8 56 

122.29 

Sumner 

10 

10 

i,Uo5 

Hi0.50 

Trousdale 

3 

3 

1,136 

378.67 

Wayne 

11 

11 

93? 

85.27 

Williamson 

6 

S'  ■ — 

^^53  1 

Hu6o3o“* 

Wilson 

19 

— i 

..  2,086 

109.79 

TABLE  20  CONSTRUCTIM}  FARM  OPEN  DRAINAGE  DITCHES 

1966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NO.  C-9 


COUNTY 

To.  OP1"  ' 

APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  ACP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

15 

nii 

1,637 

Hi.  36 

Claiborne 

1 

h 

8U 

21.00 

Dyer 

5 

hh 

780 

17.73 

Greene 

1 

10 

119 

11.90 

Lake 

1 

9 

hh 

U.89 

pevier 

k 

hh 

397 

9.02 

jWashington 

3 

3 

213 

7i©oo 
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TABLE  21 


UNDERGROUND  DRAINAGE 
1966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NO„  0-10 


COUNTY 

NOo  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

55 

1143 

3.591 

25oll 

Benton 

1 

7 

kz 

6o00 

Carter 

2 

u 

171 

i|2o75 

Claiborne 

1 

2 

32 

I60OO 

Cocke 

8 

21 

680 

32o38 

Hamblen 

1 

u 

100 

25oOO 

Hancock 

"T“ 

“nr 

797 

33o21 

Hawkins 

7 

3 

387 

129oOO 

Johnson 

9 

21 

605 

28o8l 

Monroe 

6 

20 

350 

17.50 

Sevier 

6 

28 

250 

8o93 

Sullivan 

2 

h 

72 

l&oOO 

Unicoi 

h 

h 

85 

21025 

Washington 

1 

1 

20  | 

20o00 

TABLE  22  SHAPING  OR  LAND  GRADING 

1966  ACP 


PRACTICE  NOo  C-ll 


COUNTY 

N0o  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  ACP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

6 

190 

3.178 

16o73 

Lake 

5 

135 

2,803 

20o76 

Montgomery 

l 

55 

375 

6o82 
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TABLE  23 


WINTER  COVER  CROPS 
1966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NO.  D-l 


COUNTY 


STATE  TOTAL 


NO.  OF 
APPROVALS 


TOTAL 

ACRES 


81,032 


AMOUNT  OF  ACP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS') 


238,877 


AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 


2.95 


Anderson 

3 

31 

93 

3®00 

Bedford 

56 

959 

2*883 

3o01 

Benton 

13 

96 

286 

2.98 

Bledsoe 

13 

285 

900 

3.16 

Blount 

9 

151* 

1*62 

3.00 

Bradley 

ll*2 

1*92 

1.U77 

3.00 

Campbell 

22 

129 

1*1*5 

3.1*5 

Cannon 

36  «• 

1*1*5 

1,337 

3o00 

Carroll 

351* 

2*965 

9,120 

3.08 

Carter 

27 

182 

561* 

3«10 

Cheatham 

11 

“ft” 

179 

3o03 

Chester 

129 

1,81 1* 

5,361* 

2.96 

C]a  iborne 

1*2 

122 

383 

3oll* 

Clay 

35 

229 

689 

3o01 

Cocke 

1*8 

31*0 

1,011* 

2.98 

Coffee 

72 

1,226 

3,678 

3o00 

Crockett 

211* 

2*5*3 

7 ,1*88 

2o9l* 

Cumberland 

9 

131 

393 

3.00 

Davidson 

15 

257 

771 

3.00 

Decatur 

23 

252 

773 

3o07 

DeKalb 

““BT” 

821 

2,1*52 

2.99 

Dickson 

3i* 

238 

716 

3o01 

Dyer 

171* 

3,61*1* 

10,570 

2.90 

Fayette 

59 

1,186 

3,7l*o 

3ol5 

Fentress 

12 

199 

597 

3.00 

Franklin 

125 

2,092 

6,of*5 

2.89 

Gibson 

51*8 

1*3  719 

ll*,l  96 

3.01 

Giles 

131 

2,01*0 

6,115 

3.00 

Greene 

26 

136 

1*08 

3.00 

Grundy 

33  ! 

327 

980 

3.00  | 

Hamilton 

20 

1,391 

— on  1 

Hancock 

11*7 

390 

972 

2.1*9 

Hardeman 

103 

1,865 

5 9 1*25 

2.91 

Hardin 

58 

957 

2,91*6 

3.08 

Hawkins 

12 

131 

393 

3.00 

Haywood 

70  | 

1,018 

2*535 

2.1*9  " 

Henderson 

217 

2,101* 

7,0*3 

2o92 

Henry 

39 

1*75 

1,1*25 

3.00 

Hickman 

77 

1,393 

1*,  206 

3.02 

Houston 

13 

126 

379  ! 

3.01 
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TABLE  25  - Continued 


PRACTICE  NO.  D-l 


Lake 
Lauderdale 
Lawrence 
Lewis 
Lincoln 
Loudon 
c Minn 
£ Nairy 
(Macon 
dison 
Marion 
Marshall 
Maury 
[Meigs 
ontgomei 
bore 
Obion 
Overton 
Perry 
Pickett 


(Putnam 
toane 
tobertson 
[Scott 
ISequatchie 


NO.  OF 
APPROVAL 


TOTAL 

ACRES 


AMOUNT  CF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 


AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 


.,l6l 

238 

-S66U 

31*5 


2 c,  093 


3S  960 

12U 
i5o 


im 

16,312 

5,561* 

1,375 

69328 

ife" 

1,7  hh 
6,217 
2,182 
8,614.9 


2o91 

3000 

3001 
3o01 

3o00 


3o0U 
2o97 
3o25 
3ol7 


2o99 

3ol0 

3o00 

3o22' 

3o0ii 


Sevier 

3F" 

“167 

503 

3o01 

phelby 

129 

2,925 

8,638 

2o95 

[Smith 

1*8 

31lQ 

1,028 

* 3o02 

Stewart 

17 

69 

208 

3o01 

(Sumner  - 

la 

587 

1q7?8 

3<>03 

Tipton 

~T5T 

2,624“ 

7,930 

3o02  j 

Trousdale 

188 

1,293 

3,870 

2099 

bnicoi 

170 

380 

1,087 

2 086 

Union 

21 

276 

1,000 

3o62 

[Van  Buren 

6 

59 

177 

3o00 

Warren 

i*s 

609 

1,827 

3o00 

Washington 

55 

6?0 

2,010 

3oQ0 

Wayne 

59 

820 

2,516 

3o07 

Weakley 

99 

1.21a 

3,91*8 

3ol8 

White 

28 

bX3 

1„266 

3oG7 

Williamson 

“TOP 

2,093 

6,279 

3oOQ 

(Wilson 

10 

133 

379 

2085 
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TABLE  2h 


SEEDING  SUMMER  LEGUMES  AND  GRASSES 
1966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NO.  D-»2 


COUNTY 

NO.  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

6,192 

614,788 

297,370 

lu59 

Bedford 

16 

267 

801 

3.00 

Benton 

53 

k91 

2,265 

I4.6I 

Cannon 

12 

166 

520 

3»  13 

Carroll 

28U 

2,176 

10*893 

5 .01 

Chester 

21 

2U9 

1,215 

U.88 

Coffee 

TT 

' 752 

2*283 

3o0h 

Crockett 

561 

3,962 

20*602 

5o20 

Davidson 

5 

ho 

165 

[4.12 

Decatur 

12 

213 

1*027 

Uo82 

De  Kalb 

12 

193 

579 

3.00 

Dyer 

ll*0 

1,787 

9*891 ' 

5.53 

Fayette 

112 

2*166 

11*098 

5.12 

Gibson 

1*66? 

10*893 

57*756 

5.30 

Giles 

171 

2*510 

8*li76 

3o38 

Grundy 

2 

26 

83. 

3.19 

Hardeman 

~wr 

5*782 

26*813 

Hardin 

hi 

869 

3s>U5h 

3.97 

Haywood 

3bl 

ii*8U7 

2li*l85 

U.99 

Henderson 

blh 

U,l60 

15*668 

3.77 

Henry 

112 

13535 

7,675 

5.00 

Humphreys 

12 

1E0 

\92 

3.51 

Jackson 

1 

U 

Ih 

3o5o 

Lauderdale 

80 

1*14.02 

7*li80 

5.3U 

Lawrence 

336 

2*14.09 

11*0146 

14.59 

Lincoln 

28 

I4.82 

l,51t2 

3.20 

Loudon 

13 

666 

3. 9U 

Me  Nairy 

37 

h!3 

1,982 

14.80 

Macon 

21 

301 

1,351 

U«h9 

Marion 

1 

10 

35 

3.50 

Marshall 

9 

9k 

301; 

3.23 

Maury 

215 

4*162 

12*172 

2.92 

Montgomery 

3 

20 

75 

3.75 

Obion 

96 

l*li5U 

7*737 

5.32 

Perry 

h 

30 

105 

3.5o 

Rhea 

5 

70 

2WU 

3.h9 

Robertson 

107 

2*171 

3.08 

Rutherford 

8 

188 

565 

3.QX 

Shelby 

153 

2*li38 

11*119 

14.56 

Smith 

7 

106 

371 

3.5o 

[Sumner 

81 

751 

3,762  | 

14.99  1 
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TABLE  2h  “ Continued 


PRACTICE  NO.  D~2 


COUNTY 

NO.  CF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

Warren 

2 

31 

93 

3o00 

Wayne 

13 

l6l 

69U 

14o31 

Weakley 

14-61 

U558l 

23500i4 

5o02 

Williamson 

1 

20 

60 

3oOO 

Wilson __ 

6 

9k 

328 

3oU9 

TABLE  25  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  VEGETATIVE  COVER  PROVIDING 

WILDLIFE  FOOD  PLOTS  AND  HABITAT  - 1966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NO.  G-l 


COUNTY 

NO.  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  ACRE 

STATE  TOTAL 

214 

121 

la901 

15.71 

Cheatham 

1 

2 

51 

25.50 

Chester 

3 

9 

210 

23o33 

Dickson 

3 

12 

235 

19®  58 

Franklin 

2 

37 

1214 

3®35 

Grundy 

1 

5 

112 

220I4O 

Hardeman 

2 

2 

2iioQ0 

Jefferson 

1 

2 

59 

29o50 

yiacon 

1 

1 

11 

11.00 

Madison 

1 

2 

51 

25®5o 

Marion 

3 

32 

701 

21.91 

Perry 

1 

3 

65 

22.00 

Polk 

1 

2 

32 

16.00 

loberison 

1 

1 

16 

16.00 

Scott 

2 

10 

161 

16.10 

Sevier 

1 

1 

2I4 

2I40QQ 
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TABLE  2 6 CONSTRUCTING  PONDS  OR  DAMS  FOR  FISH 

1966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NOo  G-3 


COUNTY 

N0o  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

NUMBER 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  UNIT 

STATE  TOTAL 

32 

32 

5,30li 

165 0 75 

Bradley 

1 

1 

lt87 

ii87oOO 

Claiborne 

1 

1 

hl9 

Ii79o00 

Greene 

1 

1 

69 

69oOO 

Hardin 

6 

6 

1,065 

177o50 

Hickman 

h 

k 

kill 

103 c5o 

Humphreys 

3 

3 

“30T“ 

101o33 

McNairy 

h 

h 

1,005 

251 0 25 

Macon 

1 

1 

1U0 

li;0o00 

Marshall 

1 

1 

119 

119 0 00 

Morgan 

5 

5 

U80 

960  00 

Smith 

1 

1 

100 

100 o00 

Sullivan 

1 

l 

70 

70o00 

Unicoi 

1 

l 

150 

150 o 00 

Washington 

1 

1 

280 

280o00 

Wayne 

1 

U»2 

lU2 oOO 

TABLE  27  BEAUTIFICATION  - CONSERVATION  PRACTICES 

1966  AGP 


PRACTICE  NOo  H 


COUNTY 

N0o  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

NUMBER 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  UNIT 

STATE  TOTAL 

257 

288 

25,536 

88067 

Bledsoe 

91 

91 

3s7li2 

iaei2 

Cheatham 

1 

1 

338 

338 o00 

Clay 

h 

h 

lliO 

35oOO 

Cumberland 

h3 

h3 

1,362 

31  9 67 

Davidson 

15 

13 

2 0 61*5 

203*1*6 

De  Kalb 

18 

”15™ 

■ 3,1^ 

17Uo76 

Giles 

1 

1 

118 

1180 00 

Greene 

2 

2 

379 

189 «5o 

Henderson 

28 

28 

U,206 

150 0 21 

Henry 

2 

2 

1,357 

678 „5o 

Hickman 

1 

3 

Lauderdale 

1 

1 

199 

199oOO 

Marshall 

1 

3 

77 

25o6? 

Monroe 

2 

2 

I468 

23luQO 

pbion 

6 

28 

z . 

86082 
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TABLE  27  - Continued 


PRACTICE  NOe  H 


COUNTY' 

NO.  OF 
APPROVALS 

TOTAL 

NUMBER 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
ASSISTANCE 
PER  UNIT 

Pickett 

8 

8 

218 

27*25 

Putnam 

lh 

lh 

2,7*3 

195 o^3 

Rhea 

1 

7 

61 6 

88*00 

Shelby 

1 

2 

125 

62.50 

Unicoi 

1 

1 

37 

37oOO 

Warren- 

13 

13 

1*07 

31o31 

Weakley 

3 

3 

731* 

2l4*o67 

-3^-  PART  I 

TABLE  28  SUMMARY  OF  AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

PRACTICES  PERFORMED  DURING  PROGRAM  YEAR  1966 


PRACTICES  AND 
REPORTING  UNIT 

NUMBER 

COUNTIES 

NO.  FARMS 
CARRYING  OUT 
PRACTICE 

EXTENT 
UNITS  EACH 
PRACTICE 

EXTENT  NET 
DOLLARS 
EACH  PRACTICE 

STATE  TOTAL 

95 

61*9053 

XXXX 

1*9687 ,375 

A~2 

Acres 

92 

27,653 

31*7,751 

2,286,91*1 

A-3 

Acres 

83 

95,651* 

100,1*57 

690,093 

A-5 

Acres 

8 

8 

302 

906 

A-7 

Acres 

92 

2,501 

10,305 

11*6,590 

B-l 

Acres 

63 

6,386 

81,1*58 

515,210 

B~3 

Acres 

9 

327 

2,712 

22,871 

B~5 

Number 

a 

1*2 

1*2 

7,553 

B~6 

Number 

a 

10 

10 

535 

B~7 

Number 

93 

2,92s 

2,932 

298,901 

B-8 

Number 

1*6 

225 

225 

ll*,  671 

B-10 

Acres 

37 

158 

1,300 

12,593 

C-l 

Acres 

61* 

1*90 

713 

h6s19$ 

C~2 

Acres 

9 

269 

276 

18,968 

c-1* 

Acres 

8 

21 

170 

1,080 

c~5 

Acres 

33 

201 

3,976 

16,371 

C-6 

Number 

5 

10 

13 

1*,605 

C-8 

Number 

22 

181 

181 

25,898 

C-9 

Acres 

6 

15 

111* 

1,637 

G=>10 

Acres 

13 

55 

11*3 

3,591 

C-ll 

Acres 

2 

6 

190 

3,178 

D-l 

Acres 

87 

6,1*11 

81,032 

238,877 

D-2 

Acres 

1*5 

6,192 

61*,  788 

297,370 

G-l 

Acres 

15 

21* 

121 

1,901 

G~3 

Number 

15 

32 

-32 

5,30li 

H-l 

Number 

22 

257 

288 

25,536 
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watershed  PROGRAMS 


The  ACP  National  Bulletin  provides  that  when  ASC  State  Committees  dis- 
tribute among  the  counties  the  funds  available  for  conservation  prac- 
tice cost-sharing,  they  "will  give  particular  consideration  to  the  fur- 
therance of  watershed  conservation  programs  sponsored  by  local  people  and 
organizations. " 

Primary  emphasis  has  been  given  in  Tennessee  to  watersheds  authorized 
under  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (PL-566)  often 
referred  to  as  the  Small  Watershed  Act.  Since  the  inception  of  the  water- 
shed program  in  Tennessee,  the  ACP  has  assisted  in  watershed  program  de- 
velopment by  providing  cost-sharing  on  conservation  practices  needed  in 
the  watersheds  consistent  with  available  funds. 

Assistance  has  been  provided  by  county  ASC  committees  out  of  the  regular 
allocation  of  program  funds  and  by  special  reserves  allocated  to  selected 
counties  with  active  watershed  programs. 

The  amount  of  ACP  cost-sharing  for  practices  carried  out  in  Public  Law 
566  watersheds  is  shown  in  the  following  tables. 

Since  ACP  cost-sharing  on  approved  practices  represents  about  half  of 
the  cost,  each  dollar  figure  should  be  doubled  to  determine  the  approx- 
imate farmer-ACP  investment. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 

The  Hull-York-Lakeland  RC&D  Project  is  the  only  such  project  approved 
in  Tennessee  to  date.  Cost-sharing  under  the  1966  ACP  contributed 
significantly  to  the  accomplishment  of  project  objectives.  The  extent 
of  ACP  assistance  in  the  project  undertaking  is  summarized  in  the  table 
following  the  watershed  summary. 

RC&D  projects  represent  comprehensive  plans  for  coordinated  action  on 
an  area  basis  for  the  orderly  development,  improvement,  conservation 
and  utilization  of  all  natural  resources  of  the  area  in  order  to  pro- 
vide employment  and  other  economic  opportunities  for  all  the  people. 
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TABLE  29  SUMMARY  OF  ACP  DATA  IN  PUBLIC  LAW  566 

WATERSHEDS  - 1 966  ACP 


MM  (OF 

WATERSHED 

COUNTY 

NOo  FARMS 
RECEIVING  ACP 
ASSISTANCE 

AMOUNT  OF  ACP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

OPERATIONS 

Bear  Creek 

Fayette 

22 

MS7 

Hardeman 

23 

3s911i 

Haywood 

19 

1,006 

Cane  Creek 

Lauderdale 

1U7 

18,563 

Crow  Creek 

Franklin 

12 

1,555 

Marion 

0 

0 

Cub  Creek 

Hardeman 

18 

2,166 

Cypress  Creek 

Weakley 

120 

5,Iil5 

East  Fork 

Henry 

60 

6,2Ui 

(Clark's  River) 

Hardin  Creek 

Hardin 

13 

1,272 

Wayne 

30 

lis357 

Houser 

Obion 

32 

6,195 

Indian  Creek 

Fayette 

3 

liOl 

Hardeman 

22 

3,086 

Jennings  Creek 

Clay 

8 

589 

Jackson 

60 

ii,ai7 

Macon 

Hi 

2,06li 

Johnson  Creek 

Madison 

Hi 

900 

Lewis-Hunsacker  Creek 

Dyer 

92 

13,l81i 

Lick  Creek 

Greene 

108 

8,296 

Washington 

15 

1,980 

Line  Creek 

Clay 

127 

11,391 

Macon 

15 

2,510 

Martin  Creek 

Carroll 

33 

3,781 

Henry 

2 

882 

Meridan  Creek 

Madison 

5 

hoo  I 
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TABLE  29  - Continued 


NAME  OF 
WATERSHED 

COUNTY 

N0o  FARMS 
RECEIVING  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 

AMOUNT  OF  AGP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

OPERATIONS'” 

Middle  Fork  Obion 

Henry 

92 

llsh3h 

River 

Weakley 

95 

l;s69l* 

Mill  Creek 

Clay 

10 

868 

Overton 

11 

657 

Muddy  Creek 

Hardeman 

28 

2*079 

Mulberry  Creek 

Lincoln 

27 

3*086 

Moor© 

82 

10*631 

Pine  Creek 

Scott 

36 

2*322 

Porters  Creek 

Hardeman 

70 

5*817 

Proctor  Creek 

Clay 

21 

l*60l* 

Reelf oot~Indian 

Obion 

135 

18,U72 

Creek 

Roark8 s Cove 

Franklin 

28 

1**237 

(Mud  Creek) 

Shady  Valley 
(Beaver  Dam  Creek) 

Johnson 

39 

3*313 

Thompson  Creek 

Henry 

7 

1*029 

Weakley 

88 

fi»537 

Tuscumbia  River 

McNairy 

6 

626 

We  at  her f or d-Bear 

Wayne 

1*5 

5*157 

Creek 

Wilson  County 

Wilson 

68 

7*1*12* 

Spring  Creek 



TOTAL 

_ 

ls  902 

196*702 

-38- 

table  30 


PART  I 


SUMMARY  OF  ACP  DATA  IN  PUBLIC  LAW  566 
WATERSHEDS  - 19 66  ACP 


NAME  OF 
WATERSHED 

COUNTY 

N0o  FARMS 
RECEIVING  ACP 
ASSISTANCE 

AMOUNT  OF  ACP 
ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

PLANNING 

Boiling  Fork  Creek 

Fbanklin 

99 

1M32 

Horse  Creek 

Greene 

0 

0 

Hawkins 

1 

70 

Sullivan 

16 

1,310 

Washington 

20 

2S  212 

Hurricane  Creek 

Dickson 

2 

155 

Humphreys 

59 

7,339 

Mar-Lin  Cane  Creek 

Lincoln 

52 

7,337 

Marshall 

12 

81*3 

Mathis  Creek 

Tipton 

10 

1,096 

McNairy-Gypress  Creek 

McNairy 

1*9 

5,019 

Mud  Creek 

Obion 

15 

1,977 

Weakley 

83 

5,1*65 

North  Fork9 

Henry 

113 

12,989 

Obion  River 

Roaring  River 

Jackson 

129 

10,1*26 

Overton 

ill? 

21,721 

Putnam 

210 

17,81*0 

South  Harpeth 

Cheatham 

22 

ll*6 

River 

Davidson 

u 

861* 

Williamson 

36 

3,800 

Spring  Creek 

Carroll 

6 

51*0 

Henry 

30 

3,096 

Weakley 

116 

5,1*07 

Sweetwater  Creek 

Loudon 

61 

8s8ll 

McMinn 

17 

2,620 

Monroe 

108 

15,000 

Tipton  County 

Tipton 

97 

2l*,023 

Indian  Creek 

TOTAL 

X9781* 

17l*<,  938 
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table  31 


SUMMARY  OF  AGP  DATA  IN  RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND 
DEVELOPMENT  PROJECT  - 1966  ACP 


NAME  OF 
PROJECT 

COUNTY 

NOo  FARMS 
RECEIVING 
ACP  ASSISTANCE 

AMOUNT  OF 
ACP  ASSISTANCE 
(DOLLARS) 

OPERATIONS 

RC&D 

Clay 

262 

31,885 

Cumberland 

U?5 

52 s 903 

DeKalb 

i*80 

65,161 

Fentress 

363 

35,509 

Jackson 

U70 

36,680 

Macon 

ii72 

61,203 

Overton 

691 

56,839 

Pickett 

297 

28,298 

Putnam 

712 

61,050 

Smith 

382 

khr>2  66 

-----  - - - - - - 

White 

703 

79,18? 

TOTAL 

5,307 

553,581 
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APPALACHIAN  LAND  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 


The  Appalachian  Land  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Program  was  authoriz- 
ed under  Section  203  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965° 
This  program  is  designed  to  promote  the  conservation  and  development  of 
soil,  water,  woodland,  wildlife  and  recreation  resources,  and  to  improve 
the  living  standards  and  economic  status  of  eligible  farmers. 

For  the  first  year  of  operation  the  program  was  confined  in  Tennessee  to 
l4  counties.  This  includes  the  11  counties  in  the  Upper  Cumberland  Re- 
gion (Macon,  Clay,  Pickett,  Smith,  Jackson,  Overton,  Fentress,  Putnam, 
DeKalb,  White  and  Cumberland)  plus  Scott,  Claiborne  and  Hancock. 

The  program  provides  for  long-term  conservation  cost-sharing  contracts 
with  eligible  farmers.  The  contract  periods  range  from  3 to  10  years. 

The  cost-share  rates  represent  about  80  percent  of  the  performance  costs. 
Cost-sharing  is  not  authorized  in  excess  of  $50  per  acre  and  is  limited 
to  a maximum  of  50  acres  per  farm. 

Cost-sharing  for  the  practices  or  components  thereof  is  conditioned  upon 
the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  the  practices  for  the  entire  con- 
tract period. 


Current  data  for  contracts  approved  under  the  ALSCP  in  1966  are  shown 
in  the  table  below: 


County 

Number  of 

Contracts  Approved 

Designated  Acreage 
on  Approved  Contracts 

Value  of  Cost- 
Shares  Approved 

STATE  TOTAL 

1,405 

21,802 

$876,438.00 

Claiborne 

77 

2,343 

104,476.00 

Clay 

77 

898 

39,598.00 

Cumberland 

89 

927. 

42,297.00 

DeKalb 

56 

1,411 

57,585.00 

Fentress 

56 

8l8 

36,099.00 

Hancock 

103 

1,655 

67,772.00 

Jackson 

148 

1,920 

67,215.00 

Macon 

96 

2,149 

94,881.00 

Overton 

152 

1,5.93 

69,162.00 

Pickett 

74 

588 

22,506.00 

Putnam 

265 

2,575 

85,395.00 

Scott 

38 

902 

39,433.00 

Smith 

84 

2,254 

87,739.00 

White 

90 

1,769 

62,280.00 
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CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 


The  Cropland  Adjustment  Program,  authorized  under  the  Food  and  Agricul- 
ture Act  of  19659  provides  for  carrying  out  a program  during  each  of  the 
calendar  years  1966,  1967?  1968  and  1969.  This  program  provides  for 
agreements  with  farmers  for  periods  of  not  less  than  5 nor  more  than  10 
years  for  conversion  of  cropland  to  long-term  conserving  uses.  Emphasis 
is  on  shifting  this  land  into  public  benefit  uses  which  also  conserve 
soil  and  water  to  meet  future  needs. 

Annual  adjustment  payments  are  based  upon  the  productivity  level  of  the 
commodity  being  diverted  for  the  individual  farms  entering  into  agree- 
ment. Commodities  eligible  for  diversion  in  1966  included  wheat,  feed 
grains  (corn,  grain  sorghum  and  barley),  cotton,  peanuts  and  tobacco. 

Cost-sharing  for  the  establishment  of  conservation  practices  on  the 
diverted  acreage  is  authorized,  not  to  exceed  comparable  ACP  rates.  In 
addition  to  conservation  practices,  wildlife  plantings,  and  vegetative 
cover  assistance  is  authorized  for  preserving  open  space  and  natural 
beauty.  The  harvesting  of  crops  (including  hay)  and  grazing  is  not 
allowed  on  the  diverted  acreage,  except  when  authorized  by  the  Secre- 
tary due  to  natural  disaster. 

The  1966  Cropland  Adjustment  Program  was  open  to  all  farmers  in  all  95 
Tennessee  counties.  2,440  farmers  in  84  counties  executed  agreements, 
covering  slightly  over  50,000  acres.  Adjustment  payments  for. the  en- 
tire agreement  period  on  these  agreements  will  be  about  one  and  one- 
half  million  dollars.  Cost-share  payments  for  establishing  the  diverted 
acreage  to  conserving  uses  will  amount  to  about  $166,000. 
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CROPLAND  CONVERSION  PROGRAM 


The  1963  Cropland  Conversion  Program  was  authorized  under  the  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  This  program  provided  for  long-term 
agreements  with  farmers  to  divert  land  used  for  row  crops  and  small 
grains  to  conservation  and  recreation  uses.  Pilot  operation  of  the 
program  was  authorized  in  13  states  which  did  not  include  Tennessee. 
However,  all  states  were  given  the  opportunity  to  recommend  one  or 
more  pilot  projects  for  recreation  only.  Under  this  provision, 
Tennessee  was  approved  for  9 projects  -in  8 counties  (Cheatham,  Coffee, 
Haywood,  Hickman,  Houston,  Humphreys,  Maury  and  Sumner).  These  pro- 
jects include  fishing  and  hunting  enterprises,  golf  courses,  and  hik- 
ing, camping,  and  picnic  areas.  Contracts  under  these  projects  range 
from  3 to  10  years. 

The  1964-63  Cropland  Conversion  Program  was  authorized  on  a test  basis 
in  101  counties  in  36  states.  In  Tennessee  the  1964-65  Cropland  Con- 
version Program  was  in  operation  in  4 counties  (Carroll,  Gibson, 
Rutherford,  and  Smith).  Like  the  1963  Cropland  Conversion  Program, 
this  program  was  designed  to  improve  family  farm  income  by  helping 
farmers  convert  land  from  the  production  of  row  crops  and  small  grains 
to  some  other  long-range  income  producing  use  — such  as  forests,  grass, 
water  storage,  wildlife  habitat,  or  recreational  facilities.  The  pro- 
gram was  open  to  all  farmers  in  the  four  test  counties. 

Farmers  participating  in  the  1964-65  program  received  payments  for  land 
use  adjustment,  cost-sharing  for  installation  of  needed  conservation 
practices  and  technical  assistance  for  converting  part  or  all  of  their 
eligible  acreage  to  long-term  conservation  uses.  Contracts  under  this 
program  are  for  5 years.  231  farmers  in  4 counties  executed  agreements 
under  the  1966  program.  More  than  7?000  acres  of  land  formerly  devoted 
to  row  crops  and  small  grains  was  converted  to  the  production  o.f  per- 
manent grass  cover  under  this  program. 

The  1966  Cropland  Conversion  Program  was  also  operated  on  a pilot  test 
basis.  The  general  purposes  and  objectives  of  this  program,  were  to 
improve  family  farm  income  by  promoting  better  economic  use  and  con- 
servation of  farmland  through  agreements  with  farmers  to  convert  land 
regularly  used  for  row  crops  and  small  grain  to  other  uses  needed  to 
conserve  and  develop  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife  and  recreation  re- 
sources. The  program  in  Tennessee  was  limited  to  pilot  projects  in 
three  counties;  Bedford,  Coffee  and  Warren.  The  program  was  open  to 
all  farmers  in  these  three  pilot  counties. 

Program  requirements  were  the  same  as  for  the  Cropland  Adjustment  Pro- 
gram except  that  grazing  was  permitted  on  the  designated  CCP  acreage. 
Reduction  in  payment  rates  were  made  to  offset  the  value  of  the  graz- 
ing. Due  to  the  low  land  use  adjustment  rates  and  the  restrictions 
on  the  use  of  the  converted  acreage  there  were  relatively  few  farmers 
interested  in  the  program.  Consequently  there  were  only  15  farmers 
signing  agreements  to  participate  in  the  program.  These  farmers  di- 
verted a little  more  than  800  acres  of  land. 
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SPECIAL  ACP  PROJECTS' 


In  addition  to  the  special  emphasis  on  "new  farm"  participation  which 
is  applicable  in  all  Tennessee  counties,  particular  attention  was  given 
to  special  projects  in  55  counties  under  the  1966  ACP. 

Farm,  Management  Classes  Under  the  Manpower  Development  and  Training  Act. 

This  project  was  applicable  in  Carroll  and  Gibson  counties  and  provided 
cost-sharing  assistance  to  farmers  who  were  enrolled  in  the  farm  manage- 
ment classes . Cost-sharing  was  authorized  for  conservation  practices  at 
the  regular  county  rates.  Farmers  attending  the  classes  were  among  the 
lower  income  group  who  need  financial  assistance  and  technical  guidance 
to  practice  needed  conservation  farming.  Such  enrollment  is  the  first 
opportunity  many  of  these  farmers  have  had  to  improve  their  land  and 
economic  conditions. 

Promotion  of  Tree  Planting  and/or  Forestry  Improvement. 

This  project  was  designed  to  promote  tree  planning  and  forestry  improve- 
ment measures  and  was  applicable  in  the  following  counties: 


Benton 

Bledsoe 

Carroll 

Cheatham 

Clay 


Cumberland 

Davidson 

Dickson 

Hickman 

Johnson 


Knox 

Morgan 

Overton 

Rhea 

Robertson 

Scott 


Sevier 
Van  Buren 
Warren 
Washington 
White 

Williamson 


A considerable  acreage  needs  to  be  planted  to  trees  in  these  counties 
and  in  some  instances  woodland  improvement  measures  also  are  needed. 

Such  plantings  and  improvement  measures  will  provide  needed  protection 
of  soil  and  will  help  conserve  water,  increase  farmers  income,  encourage 
wood  industry  to  establish  plants  in  the  area,  provide  additional  em- 
ployment, and  improve  economic  conditions  in  the  area.  Beautification 
and  recreational  benefits  will  also  be  obtained. 


Improvement  of  Low  Income  Farms. 

This  project  consisted  of  the  use  of  certain  designated  conservation 
measures  and  increased  rates  of  cost-sharing  for  low  income  farms, 
generally  those  with  less  than  $3? 000  gross  annual  income.  The  pro- 
ject was  applicable  in  Blount,  Bradley,  Grundy,  Hamilton,  Loudon, 

McMinn,  Macon,  Meigs,  Monroe,  Sequatchie  and  Sevier  counties.  The 
purpose  of  the  project  was  to  assist  those  low  income  farmers  to  im- 
prove their  farming  operations  and  at  the  same  time  to  establish  urgent- 
ly needed  conservation  measures  on  their  land. 
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Beautification. 

This  project  consisted  of  placing  emphasis  on  certain  beautification 
practices  through  ACP  cost-sharing  and  was  applicable  in  Bledsoe,  Clay, 
Cumberland,  Davidson,  DeKalb,  Henderson,  Henry,  Jackson,  Obion,  Pickett, 
Putnam  and  Warren  counties.  The  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  enhance 
the  appearance  of  the  country-side  and  at  the  same  time  to  correct  ero- 
sion problems  on  severely  eroded  or  gullied  areas  within  view  of  well- 
traveled  roads. 

Liming  for  Pasture  Improvement. 

This  project  consisted  of  the  accelerated  use  of  practice  A-4  on  lands 
suitable  for  producing  pasture  and  hay  and  was  applicable  in  Hawkins, 
Jefferson  and  Washington  counties.  There  is  a great  need  from  a con- 
servation standpoint  to  improve  the  vegetative  cover,  to  conserve  soil 
and  water,  to  provide  better  hay  and  pasture,  and  to  increase  the  total 
income  of  the  farmers  in  the  area. 

Restoring  Abandoned  Cropland  to  Vegetative  Cover. 

The  project  consisted  of  the  use  of  certain  conservation  practices  need- 
ed on  abandoned  cropland  and  is  applicable  in  Franklin,  Marion  and 
Montgomery  counties.  The  purpose  of  the  project  was  to  restore  cropland 
which  was  abandoned  due  to  erosion.  In  addition  to  controlling  erosion 
on  the  land,  the  vegetative  cover  established  will  provide  additional 
grazing  land,  thereby  improving  the  economy  of  the  area. 

Pasture  Improvement. 

This  project  consists  of  the  use  of  specific  designated  practices  to 
encourage  the  establishment  and  improvement  of  pasture  lands  and  was. 
applicable  in  the  following  counties; 

Carter  Greene  Sullivan 

Cocke  Hamblen  Trousdale 

Coffee  Houston  Unicoi 

There  is  a great  need  for  establishing  and  improving  vegetative  cover  to 
conserve  soil  and  water,  provide  better  hay  and  pasture  for  livestock, 
and  improve  the  economic  conditions  of  the  farmers  and  the  communities 
in  which  they  live.  The  project  emphasizes  the  production  of  good  for- 
age and  the  development  of  a related  livestock  -industry  which  will  pro- 
vide increased  economic  returns  to  the  farmers  and  the  community. 

Community  Watershed  Treatment. 

This  project  was  applicable  in  Dyer  County  and  consisted  of  the  estab- 
lishment of  permanent  vegetation  on  gullied  areas  as  protection  against 
erosion  in  the  Lewis-Hunsacker  Watershed  Area.  The  purpose  of  the  pro- 
ject was  to  improve  the  economic  status  of  individual  farmers  as  well  as 
that  of  the  community  and  county. 
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Acceleration  of  Conservation  Practices  in  Watershed  Areas . 

This  project  consisted  of  regular  and  increased  rates  of  cost-sharing 
for  certain  specified  practices  to  be  performed  on  farms  in  specified 
watershed  areas  in  Carroll,  Franklin  and  Robertson  counties*,  The  pur- 
pose of  the  project  was  to  speed  up  the  installation  of  conservation 
measures  to  control  erosion  and  reduce  flooding,  to  protect  upland, 
bottomland,  streambanks  and  channels  and  to  prevent  siltation  in  the 
areas* 

Accomplishments  reported  by  the  counties  operating  these  special  pro- 
jects show  that  a total  of  $305? 837  in  cost-sharing  was  used  on  2,778 
farms  to  help  reach  the  objectives  outlined  in  the  project  effort. 
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SOIL  BANK  PROGRAMS 


During  the  latter  part  of  May  1956,  the  84th  Congress  passed  Public  Law 
540,  known  as  the  Soil  Bank  Act.  The  Act  was  designed  primarily  to 
assist  in  reducing  agricultural  surpluses  and  to  conserve  national  re- 
sources of  soil,  water,  timber  and  wildlife. 

The  Soil  Bank  Act  provided  for  two  programs,  each  distinct  and  separate. 
The  Acreage  Reserve  Program  wfas  a short-term  program  and  was  not  author- 
ized by  Congress  to  continue  to  operate  after  1958. 

The  other  program  was  the  Conservation  Reserve  Program.  Congress  author- 
ized the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  enter  into  contracts  with  farmers 
in  the  years  1956  through  I960,  No  contracts  have  been  entered  into  un- 
der the  Conservation  Reserve  Program  since  i960,  however,  contracts  enter- 
ed into  during  the  years  1956  through  i960  remain  in  effect  for  the  dura- 
tion of  the  original  contract  period.  In  1966  there  is  still  in  effect 
3,095  contracts  covering  224,062  acres  of  land  on  farms  that  were  entered 
into  the  program  in  the  years  1956  through  i960. 
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SOIL  BANK  PROGRAMS 
CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM  - 1966 


The  Conservation  Reserve  of  the  Soil  Bank  provided  for  the  withdrawal  of 
cropland  from  production  not  now  needed  and  the  conservation  of  soil, 
water,  timber  and  wildlife.  Through  the  program,  farmers  were  given 
financial  assistance  to  help  establish  conservation  practices  on  land 
which  would  otherwise  be  producing  unneeded  crops.  In  addition  to  prac- 
tice payments,  farmers  earn  annual  payments  to  offset  the  income  they 
could  be  receiving  from  crops  if  they  had  not  entered  into  the  program. 

Participation  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  was  voluntary.  Farmers  who 
entered  into  contracts  agreed  to  remove  land  from  the  production  of 
crops  and  devote  it  to  Conservation  uses. 

Under  the  Conservation  Reserve  Program  a producer  could  sign  a three, 
five  or  ten  year  contract  during  the  years  1956,  1957,  1958,  1959’  and 
i960.  If  land  placed  in  the  conservation  reserve  during  these  years  had 
an  acceptable  cover  at  the  time  of  entry  into  the  program  it  could  be 
signed  up  for  a three  year  period.  However,  if  Government  assistance 
was  given  the  producer  in  establishing  a satisfactory  cover  the  minimum 
number  of  years  for  which  he  could  place  the  land  in  the  reserve  was 
five.  If  the  producer  desired  to  plant  trees  it  was  necessary  for  him 
to  sign  a ten  year  contract.  He  could  also  use  certain  grasses  and/or 
legumes  for  ten  year  contracts. 

A summary  of  current  contracts  entered  into  during  the  years  1956,  1957, 
1958,  1959  and  i960  is  shown  in  the  table  on  the  following  pages. 

Conservation  practices  carried  out  on  the  Reserve  include  three  groups: 

Land  Cover  - Practices  designated  to  establish  a protective  cover 
of  grasses  and  legumes  or  trees. 

Water  Conservation  - Practices  to  conserve  water  for  better  manage- 
ment of  grazing  land  not  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  or  for  irriga- 
tion of  land  in  the  Reserve. 

Wildlife  Conservation  - Practices  designed  especially  for  wildlife 
protection,  including:  cover  and  food  plots,  fish  ponds,  and  water 

impounding  to  improve  habitat  for  waterfowl,  fur  animals  and  other 
wildlife. 
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CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 


Status  of  conservation  reserve  contracts  in  Tennessee  as  of  January  1,  1966 


Number  of  1958-60  Contracts  still  in  effect  3,095 

Number  of  Whole  Farm  1956-60  Contracts  still  in  effect  2,488 

Number  of  Part  Farm  1956-60  Contracts  still  in  effect  607 

Number  of  Acres  on  Whole  Farm  Contracts  198,593 

Number  of  Acres  on  Part  Farm  Contracts 25,469 

Number  of  Acres  Under  ALL  Contracts  224,062 

Estimated  Number  of  Acres  of  Cover  Maintained  on  Existing  Contracts 

Established  at  no  Expense  to  CRP 59,495 

Established  with  Cost-sharing  as  follows: 164,567 

Practice  A-2  (Grass)  129,632 

Practice  A-7  (Trees)  34,090 

Practice  B-7  and  C-l4  (Ponds)  217 

Practice  G-l  (Wildlife)  287 

Practice  G-2  (Water  and  Marsh)  34l 

Estimated  Number  of  Ponds  and  Structures  on  Existing  Contracts 

Practice  B-7  and  C-l4  (Ponds)  153 

Practice  G-l  and  G-2  (Structures)  7 

Total  1966  Annual  Payment  S3, 370,019 


Estimated  Acreages  and  Annual  Payments  for  Contracts  Expiring  in: 


Year 

Acres 

Payment 

1966 

13,241 

127,186 

1967 

21,531 

209,692 

Estimated  Acres  and 
contract : 

. Rental  Payments 

Year 

Acres 

Payment 

1967 

210,821 

189,290 

3,242,833 

1968 

3,033,141 

Year 

Acres 

Payment 

1968 

117,092 

1,907,041 

1969 

72,198 

1,126,100 

per  year 

for  acres  remaining  under 

Year 

Acres 

Payment 

1969 

72,198 

1,126,100 
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1956-1957-1958=1959-1960  CONSERVATION  RESERVE  CUMULATIVE  REPORT 
FOR  CONTRACTS  IN  EFFECT  DURING  1966 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
CONTRACTS 

ACRES  UNDER 
CONTRACT 

ANNUAL 

PAYMENT 

STATE  TOTAL 

3,095 

221*, 062 

3s  370*019  .. 

Anderson 

1 

51 

71*7 

Bedford 

•1*5, 

1*5  809 

73*801* 

Benton 

1*3 

1,8  61* 

23*370 

Bledsoe  - 

27 

3 ^ 288 

52*969 

Blount 

6 

186 

3,335 

Bradley 

3*027 

W, 519  " 

Campbell 

i 

3 

10 

Cannon 

3 

21*5 

3*1*51* 

Carroll 

72 

5*935 

92*923 

Carter 

1* 

160 

3,219 

Cheatham 

5 

5$  9 

”1D*o5“ 

Chester 

28 

1*261 

15,71*8 

Claiborne 

2 

11 

95 

Clay 

13 

279 

3,125 

Cocke 

1 

21 

211* 

Coffee 

31 

“27532“ 

Il2,21t5~ 

Crockett 

1*7 

2*91*1* 

59*375 

Cumberland 

21 

908 

13*228 

Decatur 

38 

3*1*65 

51*612 

DeKalb 

31 

2,276 

25,1*2 

Dickson 

9 

uinr" 

11*072 

Dyer 

31 

1+s555 

77*61*1 

Fayette 

11* 

1*267 

15,930 

Fentress 

h 

170 

3*011 

Franklin 

H* 

i,oia 

19 o 308 

Gibson 

79 

57552 

120,563  1 

Giles 

280 

21*121* 

312*817 

Grainger 

1 

77 

1*660 

Grundy 

5 

317 

5,3U2 

Hamblen 

2 

59 

1,325 

Hamilton 

37 

1*323 

17*778 

Hardeman 

* W* 

3,961 

52,325 

Hardin 

126 

8*098 

97*1*32 

Haywood 

85 

8*390 

11*8 ,506 

Henderson 

23 

1,171* 

13,620 

Henry 

103 

7*713 

TI57i32^ 

Hickman 

26 

1*373 

19*075 

Houston 

1* 

251 

3*661  I 

Humphreys 

11* 

1,252 

16,578 

Jackson 

20 

! 773 

8*31*8 
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CR  CUMULATIVE  REPORT  - Continued 


NUMBER  OF 

ACRES  UNDER 

ANNUAL 

COUNT! 

CONTRACTS 

CONTRACT 

PAYMENT 

Jefferson 

3 

373 

6*593 

Knox 

h 

U28 

6*026 

Lauderdale 

lit 

2*230 

a6*865 

Lawrence 

258 

17,68a 

231,389 

Lewis 

10 

a56 

5,795 

Lincoln 

6U 

' 6*352  “ 

' X03,ltlS 

Loudon 

33 

3,525 

a6*ioo 

McMinn 

151 

7»7U2 

10a* 513 

McNairy 

97 

U,272 

5a*oa2 

Macon 

3 

100 

901 

Madison 

It 

369 

S,lt91 

Marion 

17 

1,367 

23,385 

Marshall 

22 

1*829 

28*113 

Maury 

17 

2,162 

30*201 

Meigs 

72 

3.812 

55,a80 

Monroe 

‘tF" 

2,U98 

ai*ioa 

Montgomery 

31 

3,U95 

59*292 

Moore 

6 

U81 

8*aao 

Morgan 

10 

213 

2,238 

Obion 

97 

9,790 

183,16a 

Overton 

TT 

3,188 

12*783 

Perry 

9 

828 

9,358 

Pickett 

11 

602 

11* 2ia 

Polk 

38 

1*285 

16*215 

Putnam 

32 

1,383 

17,921 

Rhea 

“Tl" 

1*087 

63*393 

RQane 

17 

1*220 

ia,803 

Robertson 

27 

3,U17 

65*528 

Rutherford 

28 

3,03s 

50*a88 

Scott 

lit 

52a 

7*979  ... 

Sequatchie 

T“ 

161" 

2*122 

Sevier 

7 

a 93 

7*82a 

Shelby 

9 

986 

16*288 

Smith 

1 

7 

70 

Stewart 

1 

78 

819 

Sullivan 

3 

219 

a*  365 

Sumner 

20 

1*007 

i7*aa8 

Tipton 

2 

229 

a*  937 

Union 

1 

- a9 

988 

Van  Buren 

It 

81 

1,180 

VJarren 

”5T“ 

ET553 

Washington 

1 

21 

210 

Wayne 

93 

5*6aa 

66*358 

Weakley 

223 

15*120 

226*?ao 

White 

17 

1,396 

22<,U6l 

Williamson 

7 

301 

a*2  a9 

Wilson 

13 

716 

9,h2h 
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PRODUCTION  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAMS 

MARKETING  QUOTA  AND  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

Marketing  Quota  and  Acreage  Allotments  are  used  as  a means  of  adjusting 
production  of  an  Agricultural  Commodity  when  the  needed  supply  level 
specified  in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 s as  amended,,  is  ex- 
ceededP  or  when  the  supply  of  the  commodity  becomes  excessive  in  relation 
to  consumption  and  desirable  stock s0  Marketing  Quotas  are  proclaimed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  when  the  supply  of  the  commodity  exceeds  a 
level  specified  by  law  but  becomes  effective  only  if  approved  try  a two- 
thirds  majority  of  growers  of  the  commodity,.  Under  Marketing  Quotas,,  ex- 
ceeding the  allotment  involves  loss  of  price  support  for  the  commodity 
as  well  as  a marketing  penalty  on  the  excess  marketing,. 

For  1966  Marketing  Quotas  were  in  effect  on  Burley ^ Fire-Cured  and  Dark 
Air-Cured  tobaccos^,  Peanuts  and  Cotton,, 

TOBACCO 

Marketing  Quotas  for  Burley  tobacco  on  an  acreage  basis  for  the 
1965$  1966  and  1967  crops  were  approved  by  growers  who  voted  97 «77 % 
in  favor  of  quotas  on  February  25?  1965 o 

In  a referendum  on  March  10?  1966  Burley  growers  rejected  an 
acreage-poundage  program,, 

Growers  of  fire-cured  and  dark  air-cured  tobacco  voted  in  favor  of 
quotas  for  196US  1965  and  1966  on  February  28 s 1 96b  by  91$  and  95% 
respective! y0 

The  following  statistical  tables  supply  allotment  acreage  and  pro- 
duction data  by  counties  and  also  State  data  for  a 26-year  period 
for  Burley  and  ten-year  period  for  fire-cured  and  dark  air-cured,, 


Average  price  shown  is  based  on  Market  News  Service  reports  for  sales  at  Tennessee  auction  markets. 
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TABLE  1 TENNESSEE  BURLEY  TOBACCO  STATISTICS 
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TABLE  2 TENNESSEE  FIRE-CURED  TOBACCO  STATISTICS 
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) 

1966  BURLEY  TOBACCO  ALLOTMENT , ACREAGE  AND  PRODUCTION 


TABIE  4 


NUMBER 

AMTo  OF 

HARVESTED 

TOTAL 

AVERAGE 

COUNTY 

CF 

ACREAGE 

ACRES 

PRODUCTION 

YIELD 

ALLOTMENTS 

ALLOTMENT 

(LBS.) 

(LBS.) 

STATE  TOTAL 

91 5,423 

53,06lo87 

47.948,78 

102,021,688 

2.128 

Anderson 

667 

271.68 

206.40 

424,248 

2,055 

Bedford 

699 

294.26 

213.54 

387,192 

1,813 

Benton 

2 

o„64 

0 

0 

0 

Bledsoe 

24 

8 » 39 

3.07 

5,270 

1,717 

Blount 

1,638 

748 o 44 

548.98 

1,033,640 

1,883 

Bradley 

47T~ 

2l8o37 

85.10 

143,998 

1,692 

C ampbell 

919 

417 0 84 

387.91 

819,348 

2,112 

Cannon 

706 

324.46 

228.55 

345,054 

i,5io 

Carroll 

1 

0.34 

0 

0 

0 

Carter 

2,087 

841.86 

790,68 

1,654,329 

2,092 

Cheatham 

383 

137.#“ 

120.70 

260,157 

2,155 

Claiborne 

3,230 

1,975.25 

1,937.91 

4,951,903 

2,555 

Clay 

.j  1,071 

574.13 

549.69 

1,310,216 

2,384 

Cocke 

2,236 

1,527.50 

1,454.89 

3,120,502 

2,145 

Coffee 

118 

45.79 

20.87 

40,875 

1*959 

Cumberland 

6I48 

219.37 

160.81 

343,450 

2,136 

Davidson 

349 

16? .59 

104.18 

195,268 

1,874 

Decatur 

1 

0o50 

0 

0 

0 

DeKalb 

1,704 

912,86 

784.85 

1,377,1439 

1,755 

Dickson 

335 

117.04 

53.70 

185,411 

1,979  .. 

Dyer 

1 

0,51 

0 

0 

0 

Fentress 

549 

143.54 

127.13 

290,618 

2,286 

Franklin 

468 

193.86 

153.83 

312,192 

2,029 

Giles 

1,033 

523.03 

419.55 

719,355 

1,715 

Grainger 

2,185 

1,335.37 

1,293.29 

2,850,538 

2,204 

Greene 

5,5o4 

4,288.81 

4,210.63 

9,519,557 

2,261 

Irundy 

30 

13.55 

10.57 

17,752 

1,679 

Hamblen 

1,583 

968.96 

919.23 

2,137,999 

2,326 

Hamilton 

62 

27.19 

7.95 

10,330 

1,299 

Hancock 

1,586 

1.075.30 

1,049.68 

2,503,788 

2,385 

Hardin 

1 

0.50 ' 

' o''5cH 

560 

1,120 

Hawkins 

3,625 

2,195.66 

2,186.65 

4,883,256 

2,233 

Henry 

9 

1,63 

1.63 

3,560 

2,184 

Hickman 

458 

220.71 

173.35 

317,328 

1,831 

Houston 

162 

79.88 

66,88 

120,636 

1.804 

Humphreys 

19.53 

8.56 

16,312 

1,906 

Jackson 

1,758 

1,006,85 

923.03 

1,874,799 

2,031 

Jefferson 

2,192 

1,259.12 

1,195.22 

2,771,542 

2,319 

Johnson 

1,971 

969086 

940.15 

2,11*1,313 

2,278 

Knox 

1,800 

780.41 

612,00 

1,266,170 

2 9 O69 

Lawrence 

S3™ 

" 261.27 

361/5BF" 

1,937 

Lewis 

136 

62,01 

46.71 

86sli8l4 

1,851 

Lincoln 

1,462 

768.30 

640,03 

1,215,681 

1,899 

Loudon 

1,497 

781,76  I 

630.44 

1,205,646  i 

1,912 

MeMinn 

2,031 

1.027.24 

726.78  i 

1,213,544 

1,669 
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TABLE  ^ ■=  Continued 


COUNTY 

NUMBER 

OF 

ALLOTMENTS 

AMT0  OF 
ACREAGE 
ALLOTMENT 

HARVESTED 

ACRES 

TOTAL 

PRODUCTION 

(LBS.) 

AVERAGE 

YIELD 

(LBS.) 

Macon 

2,131 

i,6ia.  81 

l,6llu62 

24*1214*350 

2*5514 

Marion 

52 

27.33 

10.23 

20*1248 

1,969 

Marshall 

1,195 

613.82 

l485©56 

871*582 

1,795 

Maury 

2*700 

2*193.02 

2*005.17 

3*581*109 

1,786 

Meigs 

606 

302.56 

225.15 

361*7246 

1*607 

Monroe 

2,216 

1,132.51 

912  o58  “ 

1*578*166 

1*729 

Montgomery 

1*620 

1,021.80 

893.58 

1*716*192 

1*921 

Moore 

632 

362.97 

306.2*4 

59U*385 

1,941 

Morgan 

163 

59.78 

hko66 

92*790 

2*078 

Overton 

1,088 

357.77 

319.148 

710*099 

2,223 

Pickett 

670 

3*9.91 

333.30 

7524*695 

2*2614 

Polk 

Qh 

28.57 

10.72 

16*278 

1,518 

Putnam 

2*160 

977.U8 

87*4.99 

1*7624*536 

2*017 

Rhea 

lh9 

63.U3 

*43.31 

79,796 

1*8242 

Roane 

865 

liOU.31 

303.Hi 

510,878 

1,685 

Robertson 

1,9& 

978.13 

920.22 

2* 055* 02a 

2*233 

Rutherford 

hl7 

202.55 

152.19 

3014*587 

2*001 

Scott 

90 

21.10 

12.37 

29,130 

2,355 

Sevier 

2,872 

1,175.09 

l,28U.ll4 

2,491,987 

1,941 

Smith 

1,853 

l*7lt6.7U 

1*679,02 

3,8l40„23li 

2*287 

Stewart 

654 

320T3 

286.09 

537*121 

1,877 

Sullivan 

2,999 

l$li66®68 

1*356.00 

2*979*0146 

2,197 

Sumner 

2,995 

2,l»3U.71 

2*309.30 

5,003*136 

2,167 

Trousdale 

62k 

9h5®32 

928.1a 

2,259,1491 

2,h3h 

Unicoi 

819 

I1.27  ®itO 

£405.2i8 

896,3212 

2*211 

Union 

1,478 

~775ToiT 

”7U3*f2 

1*610,910 

“271551 

Van  Buren 

125 

53.12 

29.80 

51*8148 

l*72iQ 

Warren 

703 

2UQ.33 

1U7.60 

267*2466 

1,812 

Washington 

3,505 

2*01^0.73 

1*9624.89 

24,1481,916 

2,281 

Weakley 

h 

1.61 

0 

0 

0 

White 

Tpfff 

791,06 

”673.91 

1,253,470 

Williamson 

1*838 

1,61*3.U0 

1*2^924.243 

I 2,918,923 

1*953 

Wilson 

..  2,115 

1 l.llih.95 

956 . 28 

| 1*825*6614 

1 1*909 
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TABLE  5 TOTAL  BURLEY  TOBACCO  HARVESTED  ACREAGE 

1962  - 1966 


COUNTY 

1962 

1963 

1961+ 

1965 

1966 

STATE  TOTAL 

66,31+7.63 

1 66,135,57 

59,756.89 

51+,519.33 

1+7,91+8.78 

Anderson 

299.58 

280.08 

257.38 

239*06 

206.I+0 

Bedford 

305. 3ii 

290.19 

260.20 

21+6.1+8 

213.51+ 

Benton 

Oo56 

0.57 

0.1+9 

0.11+ 

0 

Bledsoe 

6.81 

6.1+1 

5.1+0 

3*70 

3.07 

Blount 

83iu37 

821.37 

683.70 

61+0.33 

51+8.98 

Bradley 

I8&V69 

195.15" 

130.15 

"nFn+r 

85.10 

Campbell 

505 *58 

1+96.1+3 

1+58.90 

1+21+.97 

387.91 

Cannon 

338.13 

314+.23 

297.59 

256.27 

228.55 

Carroll 

0.31+ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Carter 

l,OOU.72 

996o 20 

9H+.89 

853.1+3 

790.68 

Cheatham 

W.69 

11+6.35 

136.1+1+ 

131.82 

120.70 

Glaib;opne 

2,627.07 

2,631.01+ 

2,1+05.1+9 

2,191.38 

1,937.91 

Clay 

720.29 

725.1+5 

667.72 

616.1+9 

51+9.69 

Cocke 

2,005.88 

l,99l+.09 

1,812.05 

1,61+5.86 

1,1+51+o89 

Coffee 

hi  *35 

39.23 

30.72 

26.91 

20.87 

Cumberland 

207.39 

197.25 

177.71+ 

176.51 

XOU  0 ox 

Davidson 

180.75 

162.68 

139.30 

125.09 

101+ol8 

Decatur 

0 

0 

0.1+6 

0.1+8 

0 

Dekalb 

1,096.89 

1,102.65 

1,006.53 

895.58 

781+.85 

Dickson 

120.30 

120.59 

106 .10 

101+.33 

93.70 

Dyer 

“0775” 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Fentress 

131 0 57 

135.31+ 

130.51+ 

130.33 

127.13 

Franklin 

208.11+ 

209.65 

187.21 

177.71 

153.83 

Giles 

57 5.66 

571+.03 

511.97 

1+79.56 

1+19.55 

Grainger 

1,772.00 

1,777.51+ 

1,610.91 

1,1+70.08 

1,293.29 

Greene 

5,909.02 

5,909.76 

"37 Sor 

”V9  85l+o  08 

h9 210.63 

Grundy 

11+ .86 

111  .la 

11.07 

10.1+3 

10.57 

Hamblen 

1§ 295 0 30 

1,286.70 

1,152.19 

1,01+5.91+ 

919.23 

Hamilton 

22.60 

22.72 

10.1+8 

10.81 

7.95 

Hancock 

1 ,1+1+7.31 

1,1+61.39 

1,321.61+ 

1,198.73 

1,01+9.68 

Hardin 

“^3o™ 

0 

“o75F“ 

0 

o3o 

Hawkins 

2,880.72 

2,909.21+ 

2,631.21+ 

2,1+11.35 

2,186.65 

Henry 

Oo97 

1.1+7 

1.12 

1.18 

1.63 

Hickman 

21+3.13 

21+0.17 

208.82 

192.22 

173.35 

Houston  1 

92.75  1 

87.93 

79.78  1 

75.68  | 

66.88 

Humphreys 

17.72  j 

"1537 1 

“1O7I 

11.05  I 

Jackson 

l,268o 25 

1,267.37 

1,161.95 

1,066.73 

923.03 

Jefferson 

I,6o5ol6 

1, 608.1+2 

1,1+66.22 

l,333o72 

1,195.22 

Johnson 

15253o19 

1,251.57 

1,11+3.01+ 

1,01+3.73 

91+0.15 

Knox 

878.78 

81+7.72 

71+9.23 

701.15 

612.00 
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TABLE  5 =>  Continued 


COUNTY 

1962 

1963 

1961* 

1965 

1966 

Lawrence 

2 1*6.66 

- 21*8.15 

229.66 

216.15 

186.58 

Lewis 

67.51 

66.73 

6l®  86 

51*. 81* 

1*6.71 

Lincoln 

872.78 

877.31 

767.92 

711.1*6 

61*0  0 03 

Loudon 

901.31* 

885.81 

792.76 

729.15 

630.1*1* 

McMinn 

1,080.39 

1,092.19 

917.57 

863.98 

726.78  | 

Macon 

2,256.81 

“27267.39 

“27o5T75^” 

T7HH77t6“ 

Marion 

22.28 

22,88 

16 .51 

15®  86 

10.23 

Marshall 

700.38 

691.51* 

602.55 

51*9.70 

1*85  0 56 

Maury 

2,839.1*3 

2,872.88 

2,51*7.92 

2,300.31 

2,005.17 

Meigs 

317 o02 

318.61 

279.1*0 

255.85 

225.15 

Monroe 

1,316.27 

1,319.60 

1,173.11 

“1,063.81  ' 

912.5b 

Montgomery 

1, 21*2.69 

1,217.68 

1,123.03 

1,060.82 

893.58 

Moore 

1*37®  75 

1*1*8.27 

395.55 

365 0 90 

306.21* 

Morgan 

63.08 

61.33 

55.13 

52.1 1* 

l*l*o66 

Overton 

360.20 

362.00 

31*2.99 

335.62 

319*1*8 

Pickett 

" 1*09.01* 

1*10  Jl 

381*080 

362.65“ 

333.30 

Polk 

21*60 

22.10 

15.79 

15.19 

10.72 

Putnam 

1,132.71 

1,133.1*6 

1,028.6? 

961.50 

8?1*. 99 

Rhea 

52.88 

1*7  e 55 

50.99 

50 .86 

1*3.31 

Roane 

1*32.20 

1*25.56 

381.71* 

361**83 

303.11* 

Robertson 

1,203.16 

1,199.67 

1,108. 9l*” 

T702OcT 

920.22 

Rutherford 

230.65 

217.21* 

193.67 

170.81 

152 ol9  1 

Scott 

18.08 

15.86 

15.79 

16.85 

12*37 

Sevier 

1,758.25 

1,71*3.98 

1,535.68 

1,]*13969 

l,28i*0li* 

Smith 

2,1*19.97 

29l*2l*<>97 

2 , 206.00 

1,973.01* 

1,679.02 

Stewart 

397.95 

369o&1“ 

337.57 

322.32 

286.09 “1 

Sullivan 

1,837.71 

1,812.62 

1,701.31 

1,501.23 

1,356.00 

Sumner 

3,223.99 

3,202.12 

2,980.03 

2,61*1.60 

2,309*30 

Trousdale 

1,313.93 

1,310.66 

1,187.51* 

1,090.78 

928.1*1 

Unicoi 

537.28 

51*3.06 

1*93.1*8 

1*1*6.57 

1*05.1*8  1 

Union 

980.82 

990.21*  I 

“897.25 

825.69 

“WTtTI 

Van  Buren 

50.1*1 

l*9oi*l* 

1*2.07 

1*0.55 

29.80 

Warren 

217.79 

217.68 

191o89 

175.58 

11*7.60 

Washington 

2,691.75 

2,679.58 

2,1*21.9? 

2,209.66 

1,961*o89 

Weakley 

0.68 

0 

0 

0 

0 

White 

“^25795“ 

“tSoTtFI 

673.91“ 

Williamson 

2,169.39  2,165.1(1 

1,91*0.37 

1,71*0.52  | 

l,l*9l*.l*3 

Wilson 

l,37l*.7l* 

1,313.80 

1,215.70 

1,073.71 

956.28 
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TABLE  6 TOTAL  BURLEY  TOBACCO  ACREAGE  ALLOTTED  TO  TENNESSEE  FARMS 

1962  = 1966 


STATE  FACTORS  1*0600  1*0000  *9000  *9000  *8500 

1 1 1 1 "p.'."11 1 ""ii  . 1 ' 1.  -,i  "■ 


COUNTY 

1962 

1963 

1961* 

; 

1965 

1966 

STATE  TOTAL 

71*503.20 

71,561*09 

65,063*15 

59,528*18 

53,061*8? 

Anderson 

Bedford 

Benton 

Bledsoe 

Blount 

3l0*e88 
375.21* 
0*56 
10.02 
963 « 61* 

31*1*.  28 
375*03 
0,56 
9.83 
963*57 

316*13 

31*7.62 

0*50 

9.91 

882*29 

291.36 

319*90 

0*75 

9.1*8 

813.10 

271.68 

291**26 

0*61* 

8*39 

71*8.1*1* 

Bradley 

Campbell 

Cannon 

Carroll 

Carter 

309.55 

531.17 

1*12*98 

0o66 

i,o5i.l*l* 

305.1*6  " 
531.81* 
1*13.07 
0*66 
1,053.15 

“282760“ 

1*87,32 

379.55 

0*66 

968*76 

253.32 

1*52*99 

351.50 

0.31* 

906.28 

l*!?!  81* 
321**1*6 
0*31* 
81*1*86 

Cheatham 

Claiborne 

Clay 

Cocke 

Coffee 

159 1"  71 
2,696*81 
751*.  31 
2,1014.0 10 
61*20 

xiioTr” 

2,702*02 

756*07 

2,106*71 

60*95 

150*81  ' 
2,1*1*9.81 
688.76 
1,908.65 
56*56 

“11*3793" 
2,235*28 
631*.  69 
1,737.1*2 
51.01* 

“157755 

1,975.25 

57U.13 

1,527.50 

1*5.79 

Cumberland 

Davidson 

Decatur 

DeKaXb 

Dickson 

269.26 

0 

1,211*77 

135.93 

21*3.79 

2i*6*5l 

0 

1,213*61 

136*21 

“132771*“ 

221*29 

0*50 

1,103.56 

127.35 

221**li* 

191.65 

0*50 

1,0114*32 

121*71* 

219.37 

167*59 

0*50 

912.86 

117.01* 

Dyer 

Fentress 

Franklin 

Giles 

Grainger 

“oTFs 

1146*29 

239.58 

675.79 

1,836*31 

0*75 
151  oil* 
2I40068 
677.21* 
1, 81*0*57 

0*67 
11*7.1*1* 
222.1*1 
620*55 
1,665c  07 

~o75o 

11*1**58 

207*13 

573.71 

1,515.86 

o75ij 

11*3.51* 

193.86 

523.03 

1,335.37 

Greene 

Grundy 

Hamblen 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

6,028*63 

16*88 

1,31*7.17 

39*88 

1*1495.146 

"£,031.10 

16*90 

1,31*7.01 

39.20 

1,1*95.11* 

5,1*149.58 

l5*6o 

1,218.05 

36*142 

1,350*96 

14,91*2.37 
11*0  38 
1*105 061 
32*26 
1,227.82 

1*',  288081 
13.55 
968*96 
27.19 
1,075.30 

Hardin 

Hawkins 

Henry 

Hickman 

Houston 

3,005*1*2 

1*69 

279*55 

101*57 

1*35“ 

3,009*28 

1.73 

280*80 

101*11 

“1728s” 

2,723*95 

2.73 

258*11 

92*71; 

2,1*82*91* 
1.63 
- 21*1  ell* 

86*71* 

2,195.°66 

1*63 

220*71 

79.88 

Humphreys 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

Johnson 

Knox 

C20 

1,31*7*87 

1,713*10 

1,293*65 

1,028*39 

“ior 

1,31*8.71* 

1,716.1*2 

1,295*81 

1*028*10 

■“2  2*60 
1,2214.3  9 
1,556*99 
1,176*07 
91*1.21 

21,30 
1,12 1**66 
1,1*20*1*8 
1,078*62 
853.82 

19.53 

1,006*85 

1,259.12 

969.86 

780.1*1 
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TABLE  6 = Continued 


COUNTY 


1962 


1963 


196U 


1965 


1966 


Lake 

Lawrence 
Lewis 
Lincoln 
Loudon 
iMeMirm 
Macon 
Marion 
Marshall 


0.1*2 

309 o 9k 

78  o69 
1,005.83 
l905l<>65 
i 335*t9 
,3X3.21* 
38.52 
796.01 


0.1*2 
311.16 
79o  09 
,006.2*1 
,*,052.79 
!ii336.02 
2,318.1*3 
38.36 
798.59 


»g223« 
><,091.89 
3i*.90 
729.1*8 


0 

275.08 
6?o05 
8.U6ah 


[T5T2I 
11^886. 
31.791 
673.32 


0 

261 o 27 
62.01 
?68e30 
781.76 
T^oWTW 
1,61*1 .81 
27.33 
613.82 


Meigs 

Monroe 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Morgan 

390^98 

1,501.88 

1,382.1*9 

1*90.26 

71.22 

1,501.1*3 

1,383.13 

1*90.01 

71.71* 

1 356.90 

! 1,366.11 
11,257.21 
hhho66 

68.36 

'328.99 
1 1,21*8.86 
1,150.70 
1*06.27 
63.55 

302.56 

1,132.51 

1,021.80 

362.97 

59.78 

Overton 

Pickett 

Polk 

Putnam 

Rhea 

390.27 

hShoOQ 

37.22 

1,232.90 

71.28 

l*3l*  0 1*8 
36.87 
1,237.15 
71.1*0 

377.73 

1*01.1*2 

3ho9h 

1,137.69 

67.03 

367.60 

376.56 

32.38 

1,060.23 

68„lJ* 

357.77 

31*9.91 

28.57 

977.1*8 

61.13 

Roane 

Robertson 

Rutherford 

Scott 

Sequatchie 

520.50 

1,276.26 

273.57 

22.51 

0.22 

'”T2ijE5“ 

1,277.78 

271.03 

23.03 

0.22 

rllf93F 

1,16U.92 

21*8.88 

22.37 

0.22 

rrwM 

1,076.1*5 

227.90 

21.52 

0 

i*61T.3X 

978.13 

202.55 

21.10 

0 

Sevier 

Smith 

Stewart 

Sullivan 

Sumner 

2,500.32 

1*39.95 

1,91*5.92 

3.392.78 

1,967.26' 

2,503.85 

1*36.76 

1,91*7.78 

3.389o32 

V7WT70“ 

2,257.22 

397.1*1 

1,772.28 

3,065.80 

l,6p8.25 

2,035.56 

365.05 

1,623.1*3 

2.787.1*0 

ll?i*6.°7l* 

328.15 

1,1*66.68 

2ol*3l*.71 

Tipton 
Trousdale 
Unicoi 
Union 
Van  B viren 

0.11 

1,336.97 
56lu.ll* 
1,030,1*8  | 
61.28  ! 

0.11 

1,31*2.08 

565.68 

1,032.23 
62 .00 

0.11 
1,209.70 
5X1*.  99 
936.93 
57.88 

Oi 

1,103.69 

!*7l*.Qj* 

859.53 

56.00 

Q- 

91*5.32 

1*27.1*0 

775.01 

53.12 

[Warren 
Washington 
Wayne 
Weakley 
jWh.it  e 
Jwil'limson 
Wilson 


~WfW 

c,77U.89 

1.06 
1.96 
991.6? 

2,liajT 

1.538. ?1* 


>13 

2,781.22 

1.06 
1.96 
_??ko25 

2,313M~ 

1,538.02 


271.11 

2,521.8? 

1.06 
1.83 
9jjj,._79_ 
2,092.13 
1,397.00 


2,302.031 


3t 

,276.531 


•8 


21*0.33 

2,01*0.73 

6 

1.61 

791.06 
^ . J .1*0 
1,1 hho95 
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TABLE  7 1966  FIRE  CURED  TOBACCO  ALLOTMENT  , ACREAGE  AND  PRODUCTION 


j COUNTY 

NUMBER 

OF 

ALLOTMENTS 

AMT.  OF 
ACREAGE 
ALLOTMENT 

HARVESTED 

ACRES 

TOTAL 

PRODUCTION 
(LBS* ) 

AVERAGE 

YIELD 

(LBS.) 

STATE  TOTAL 

8,1*79 

ll*90ll*o58 

11 ,088  * 28 

21,803,626 

1,966 

Cheatham 

81*5 

1,302.61 

1,060*96 

2,196,512 

2,070 

Davidson 

21*8 

282*02 

202*1*2 

1*19,21*1* 

2,071 

Dickson 

969 

1,328.92 

896*95 

1,656,923 

1,81*7 

Henry 

812 

91*3  0 92 

61*2*99 

1,11*2,666 

1,777 

Hickman 

1* 

2.86 

0 

0 

0 

Houston 

225.12  ' 

136*58“ 

21*0,027 

1,7*7 

Humphreys 

13 

7 c 81* 

I069 

2,1*86 

1,1*71 

Lawrence 

16 

17c85 

Xo28 

2,332 

1,822 

Montgomery 

1,681* 

3,285.61* 

2,1*22.91* 

1*,  1*05, 196 

1,818 

Obion 

1*7 

37.77 

23*00 

33,825 

1,1*71 

Robertson 

2,078 

1*, 900*02 

9,323,807 

2,092 

Stewart 

623 

93l*c51* 

7l*l*o20 

1,1*05,1*38 

1,889 

Sumner 

310 

271o82 

219*32 

1*50,956 

2,056 

jWeakley 

572 

1*73.65 

279*53 

521*9  21 1* 

1»875  1 

TABLE  8 1966  DARK  AIR-CURED  TOBACCO  ALLOTMENT,  ACREAGE  AND  PRODUCTION 


COUNTY 


STATE  TOTAL 


Jackson 

Macon 

Montgomery 

Obion 


NUMBER 

OF 

ALLOTMENTS 


Us667 


AMTo  OF 
ACREAGE 
ALLOTMENT 


Cheatham 

87 

llo7  9 

Davidson 

53 

7o71 

Dickson 

5 

0*90 

Henry 

103 

23.1*3 

Houston 

2 

0.36 

3 

685' 


X5835oXQ 


~o7W 

176*0 6 
U8  o5U 

23  081 


HARVESTED 

ACRES 


I06IU983 


9o68 

5 e 27 
0.77 
15.81* 
O03i 


0o05~ 

ll*i*o72 

38o  95 

l607ii 


Stewart 

fU/o  44I+ 
111  60 

« O C.  7 

loll 

1o7122 

2,091 

Sumner 

is552 

621  c3i* 

557.18 

1,116,1*73 

2,00i* 

Warren 

2 

OolO 

0 

0 

0 

Weakley 

30? 

119  c.  1*8 

82  a 32 

169,306 

2,057 

Williamson 

2 

0d6 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

PRODUCTION 

(LBS0) 


3,275,78 6 


20,1*30 

9,6oU 

1,3U2 

29,3X5 

538 

68 

325,585 

72,830 
289 920 


AVERAGE 

YIELD 


2,029 


2,111 

1,822 

1,71*3 

1,851 

1,735 

1,360" 

2,250 

1,870 

1,728 


TABLE  9 


TOTAL  FIRE-CURED  TOBACCO  HARVESTED  ACREAGE 
1962-1966 


COUNTY 

1962 

1963 

1966 

1965 

1966 

STATE  TOTAL 

16 « 26!u  82 

16,896.15 

13,286..  93 

12,395.51 

11,088.28 

Cheatham 

Davidson. 

Dickson 

Henry 

Houston 

Isl79o06 
320*89 
1, 662.25 
933 *56 
232.67 

1,622.69 

301.90 

1,665.98 

967.05 

216.66 

1,298.58 

267.02 

1,216.69 

823.13 

179.31 

1,191.67 

228.8? 

1,126.29 

766.36 

163.22 

1,060.96 

202.62 

896.95 

662.99 

136.58 

Humphreys 

Lawrence 

Montgomery 

Obion 

Robertson 

“7V?T“ 

6.08 

3,662.30 

30.97 

5,667.26 

3.62  " 

2.92 

3,299.12 

31.61 

5,616.03 

2.65 

2,895.22 

28.56 

5,160.33 

1.76 

2,8ljlU9 

26.60 

6,623.17 

"176^ 

1.28 

2,622.96 

23.00 

6*656.62 

Stewart 

Sumner 

Weakley 

950! 
283.30 
656.76  | 

902.20 

285*85 

623.16 

238.86 

367.56 

825.07 

261.50 

356.02 

766^ 

219.32 

279.531 

TABLE  10  TOTAL  DARK  AIR-CURED  TOBACCO  HARVESTED  ACREAGE 

1962-1966 


COUNTY 

1962 

1963 

1966 

1965 

1966 

STATE  TOTAL 

2,029.62 

2,021.07 

1,797  . 86 

1,669.22 

1,616.83 

Cheatham 

13.39 

13,67 

11,93 

9.68 

9.68 

Coffee 

0 

0 

0.03 

0 

0 

Davidson 

8.07 

8.07 

5,60 

5.06 

5.2? 

Dickson 

1.06 

0.83 

0.85 

0.66 

0.77 

Henry 

22,65 

23,06 

20.23 

18.07 

15.86 

Houston 

o.65“ 

- ~~oW 

0.60 

0.29 

0.31 

Jackson 

0.32 

0.36 

0.28 

0.31 

0.05 

Macon 

189.37 

189.39 

161.25 

166.39 

166.72 

Montgomery 

52.72 

53.22 

67,36 

62.68 

38.95 

Obion 

17.66 

20.02 

18.65 

19.09 

16.76 

Robertson 

HfPOTl 

““90736“ 

T27t6o7 

“7600" 

“715729 

Stewart 

11.51 

9.76 

■ 7,75 

8.56 

7.71 

Sumner 

690.27 

679.95  j 

600.51 

556.65 

557.18 

Weakley 

123.06 

116,62 

95.60 

96.62 

82.32 

Williamson 

0ol5  1 

0„06  j 

0 

___oJ 

01 
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TABLE  11  TOTAL  FIRE-CURED  TOBACCO  ACREAGE  ALLOTTED  TO  TENNESSEE  FARMS 

1962  - 1966 


STATE  FACTOR; 
COUNTY 


Cheatham 
Coffee 
Davidson 
Dickson 
Henry 


Hickman 

Houston 

Humphreys 

Lawrence 

Montgomery 


Obion 

obertson 

[Stewart 


1.0000 


9000 


,9000 


1*0000 


,s602o3$ 
0.15 
362.19 

la653,99 

1,178*36 


3^ 

279*72 
10  Mh 
30.71 
1*3  066.12 
IOi 

65oij.lo  56 

1,205.77 

31*2.79 

600*73 

~o7oT 


,s6o!*.53 
0*10 
356*95 
i5650o05 
I2.17p.95 


1*593 
278,71* 
10*37 
27,13 

059 c 21 


6,Ol|lo35 
1,188.51* 
339 067 
593.30 


,UU5*68 
0*07 

319*13 
1,1*82.05 
1,052.11* 

11720 
251.01 
9,08 
23.31 
,61*9.1*9 

,131*  1*6 
1,063,65 
30l*,2? 
528*71 


0 

281.25 
1,332.22 
91*5.05 
T3F 
225*77 
7.98 
19,82 
282,96 


I*,897.91 

9l*5 -S  72 
272.91 
1*75.53 


0,03 


0,02 


0 


,302,61 

0 

282,02 
,328.92 
91*3*91 

225,12 

7*81* 

17*85 

,285*61* 


37*77 

i*5900,02 

931**51* 

271*82 

1*73.65 

0 


TABLE  12  TOTAL  DARK  AIR-CURED  TOBACCO  ACREAGE  ALLOTTED  TO  TENNESSEE 

FARMS  1962  - 1966 


STATE  FACTOR* 

XoQOQQ 

X.QOQO 

.9000 

.9000 

1.0000 

COUNTY 

■ 

1962 

1963 

1961* 

1965 

1966 

STATE  TOTAL 

2*278,70 

2S  27332 

2 c,  01*0,06 

1,833.21* 

1,835*10 

Cheatham 

Coffee 

Davidson 

Dickson 

Henry 

0,02 

3.0.26 

1.21 

29*56 

11*182 

0.01 

10.10 

1,16 

29*20 

13.20 

OoOl 

8*89 

x.o5 

26,13 

11,77 

0 

7*79 

0.91* 

23*37 

11*79 

0 

7*71 

0.90 

23.1*3 

Houston 

onir 

qTCcT 

u $ j?o 

Jackson 

Lake 

Macon 

Montgomery 


Obion 
Robertson 
Stewart 
Sumner 
Warren 
I Weakley 
[Williamson 


0,62 
O.Ol* 
219*28 

59.95 
30  at 
971,29 
11**81* 
772  Ok 
0,38 


0,59 

0o02 

219*02 

60.09 


0,1*7 

0,01 

195.98 


9,10 
971**58 
ll*.51* 
770*38 
0o3l_ 

mo 

0,31 


0,38 
0 

176*15 

1*8*25 


27.10 

23o88 

876.16 

788.27 

13.01 

11®  61* 

690.87 

620.91 

Q.19 

0.10 

132.55  “ 

119*26 

0=23 

0,17 

0 

176.06 
1*8.51* 
^2375T 
789*13 
11*60 
621*31* 
0.10 
119 
oa6 
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TABLE  13  LEASE  AND  TRANSFER  OF  FIRE-CURED  TOBACCO  ACREAGE 

1966 


COUNTY 

(FARMS'  LEASING  ACREAGE 

FARMS  RECEIVING  LEASED  ACREAGE 

ADJUSTED 
DOWN 
DUE  TO 
YIELD 

NUMBER 

ACRES 

NUMBER 

ACRES  RECEIVED 

STATE  TOTAL 

1,761 

1*982.83 

1,303 

l,8lU.81t 

167 0 99 

Cheatham 

2lr8 

263olh 

172 

251*oOO 

9olU 

Davidson 

3k 

33d6 

2k 

28069 

U*U7 

Dickson 

181 

l?2o77 

131 

152 08U 

19.93 

Henry 

22l* 

215.77 

lh7 

l92„00 

23o?7 

Hickman 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 ! 

Houston 

TT" 

~T42.Ii6 

33 

“3^755““ 

606i 

Humphreys 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Lawrence 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Montgomery 

2 U6 

361 „ 12 

191 

328„3li 

32.78 

Obion 

15 

8069 

7 

8069 

0 | 

Robertson 

~79r~ 

”“591 .65 

“19a 

“3ii9oQ6 

42.59  1 

Stewart 

131 

na.6i 

87 

132 0 90 

8o71 

Sumner 

66 

Ulo6ii 

39 

38ol7 

3oU7 

Weakley 

163 

no  082 

92 

9iio30 

16.52 

TABLE  LEASE  AND  TRANSFER  OF  DARK  AIR-CURED  TOBACCO  ACREAGE 

1966 


'’ARMS  LEASING  ACREAGE  FARMS  RECEIVING  LEASED  ACREAGE]  ADJUSTI 


Jackson 
Macon 
Montgomery 


0 

li6 

22 


0 

808I 

liol2 


0 

29 

12 


COUNTY 

NUMBER 

ACRES 

NUMBER 

ACRES  RECEIVED 

DOWN 
DUE  TO 
YIELD 

STATE  TOTAL 

517 

161.19 

33U 

Il4.i1. 90 

16.29 

Cheatham 

6 

O072 

£ 

0.72 

0 

Davidson 

3 

Oo36 

2 

0.33 

0.03 

Dickson 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

He  toy 

11 

2o50 

6 

2.08 

O0I4.2 

Houston 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7o29 

3o6h 


Obion 

Robertson 

37 

152 

11.32 
51 063 

9 

128 

11.29 

146.93 

0.03 

Uo70 

Stewart 

10 

2.85 

3 

2.30 

0^5 

Sumner 

121 

3Uo65 

8? 

31.92 

2.73 

Warren 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Weakley 

109 

U4023 

53 

380I4O  I 

5.83 

Williamson 

0 1 

0 

0 

0 

0 1 

0 

>52 

>h8 
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TABLE  15  NUMBER,  OF  FARMS  BY  SIZE  GROUPS  AND  ACREAGE 

ALLOTTED  - 1966  BURLEY  TOBACCO 


FUMBER 
OF  FARMS 

FROM 

TO 

ACREAGE 

ALLOTTED 

2*829 

.01 

.10 

191.77 

6s20li 

.11 

.20 

926.22 

6,351 

« 21 

.30 

i*55i«M 

7*1*5? 

.31 

JiO 

2*629.39 

hO, $19 

.111 

.50  * 

19*973.116 

7 9 593 

o5i 

.60 

l4.*113.19 

3*839 

.61 

.70 

2*535.96 

2*520 

.71 

.80 

1*892.08 

2*950 

08I 

.90 

2*507.17 

3*310 

.91 

1.00 

3*155.91 

5*966 

1.01 

2.00 

8*010. 80 

1*121 

2.01 

3.00 

2*682.614 

321 

3.01 

1.00 

1*103.28 

128 

UoOl 

5.00 

568.06 

51 

5.01 

6.00 

275.141 

27 

6.01 

7.00 

17U.5U 

21 

7.01 

8.00 

155.72 

13 

8.01 

9.00 

111 o 81 

12 

9.01 

10.00 

112.  liU 

23 

10.01 

20.00 

306.69 

20.01 

50.00 

5o0oi 

100.00 

over 

100.00 

91*255 

XXXI 

TOTALS 

xxxx 

53*007.98 

Average  size  allotment  - 0.58  acre. 

69.1$  of  farms  and  hlo7%  of  acreage  are  0.50  and  less0 
##  Q2o0%  of  farms  and  60o2%  of  acreage  are  0.70  and  less. 
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PEANUTS 

Marketing  Quotas  on  the  X9665  196?  s and  1968  crops  of  Peanuts  were  approved 
by  growers  who  voted  100 „.0  % in  favor  of  quotas  on  November  235  X965e 

The  following  tables  give  State  data  for  a period  of  five  years  and  the 
basic  county  allotment  data  for  the  1966  marketing  year® 

TABLE  16  TENNESSEE  PEANUT  STATISTICS 


YEAR 

NUMBER  OF  ALLOTMENTS 

ALLOTTED  ACREAGE 

1962 

56l 

3a571o2 

jx  963 

265 

3556ii®8 

1961; 

185 

3i>559«9 

1965 

m 

3,566.8 

1966 

118 

3,563.6 

TABLE  17  1966  PEANUT  ALLOTMENTS 


ICOUNTY 

NUMBER  OF  ALLOTMENTS 

ALLOTTED  ACREAGE 

isTATE  TOTAL 

. .118  . 

' 3,563.6 

Benton 

9 

629.5 

Bradley 

1 

3*3 

Carroll 

5 

36ol 

Decatur 

h 

126.3 

(Dickson 

h 

73*2  | 

Gibson 

19 

282.2 

Hardeman 

3 

195.2 

Hardin 

h 

22*5 

Henderson 

1 

25.  h 

Hickman 

2 

lOhol 

Humphreys 

“13“ 

71  Iu5 

Lawrence 

1 

28.lt 

[Lewis 

5 

lOloll 

Madison 

1 

5.7 

Obion 

2 

32.0  | 

Perry 

“3B”“ 

ls162e5“ 

Polk 

1 

loh 

Wayne 

2 

IU08 

Weakley 

1 

5.1 
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PRODUCTION  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAMS 
COTTON 


In  accordance  with  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 * as  amended* 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture*  by  not  later  than  October  15’  of  each  calendar 
year*  shall  determine  the  total  supply  of  cotton®  If  the  supply  of  cotton 
exceeds  the  normal  supply  for  such  marketing  year*  the  Secretary  shall 
then  proclaim  a national  marketing  quota®  Marketing  Quotas  for  cotton 
shall  then  be  in  effect  on  tbss  next  cotton  crop  if  not  disapproved  in  a 
referendum® 

Marketing  Quotas  on  the  1966  cotton  crop  were  approved  by  growers  who 
voted  9ko&%  in  favor  of  quotas  on  November  23*  1965® 

The  following  tables  show  State  data  for  a period  of  five  years  and  the 
respective  data  for  each  county  In  which  cotton  was  produced  in  1966® 

The  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1965  instituted  a new  concept  in  the 
cotton  program®  The  major  features  of  this  legislation  as  related  to 
cotton  authorised  a diversion  type  program*  direct  producer  payments  and 
lowering  of  the  loan  rate  to  approximate  world  market  price®  Under  this 
Act*  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  given  wid0  latitude  in  determining 
not  only  the  necessity  for  marketing  quotas  on  cotton  but  also  the  level 
at  which  producers  may  voluntarily  divert  a portion  of  their  allotment 
to  soil  conserving  crops®  Diversion  payments  and  price  support  payments 
are  made  to  participating  producers  in  order  to  maintain  a reasonable  level 
of  Income  from  cotton  production®  Participating  producers  are  also  eligible 
for  price  support  loan  on  their  production  at  the  lowered  loan  rate®  For 
1966  farmers  had  their  option  of  diverting  12=1/2*  25  or  35  percent  of 
their  acreage  allotment® 

The  1966  diversion  payment  rate  was  10®5  cents  per  pound  times  the  farm8s 
normal  yield  and  the  price  support  payment  rate  was  9®1*2$  per  pound  times 
the  farm  normal  yield®  Under  this  program  $33*131**2*58  was  paid  to  producers 
on  1*0*286  farms  participating  in  the  cotton  program® 

TABLE  18  TENNESSEE  COTTON  STATISTICS 


YEAR 

NUMBER  OF  ALLOTMENTS 

ALLOTTED  ACREAGE 

1962 

58*51*0 

599,927® 9 

1963 

53s,  81+9 

55’0  *11*5  el 

1 96b 

51 1,023 

51*7*l66o8 

1965 

1*6*652 

546*932*0. 

1966 

1*8*003 

51*5*723*0 

TABLE  19 
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COUNTY 

J NUMBER  OF  FARMS 

TOTAL  ALLOTTED 
ACREAGE 

STATE  TOTAL 

1i8,003 

5U5.723 

Bedford 

Benton 

[Bradley 

Cannon 

Carroll 

206 

591 

119 

9 

2,805 

1,179 

2,172 

677 

. 19,3U5 

Chester 

Coffee 

Crockett 

Cumberland 

Davidson 

1,236 

259 

1,912 

0 

1 

iilmr 

1,18U 

32,626 

1 

7 

Decatur 

DeKalb 

Dyer 

Fayette 

Franklin 

11 

2,101 

1,92U 

77h 

2,891'" 

28 

32,375 

U3,057 

F326  

Gibson 

Giles 

Grundy 

Hamilton 

Hardeman 

1,49 

20 

. 88 
1,611 

6,987 
132 
381* 
20,,  609 

Hardin 

Haywood 

Henderson 

Henry 

Hickman 

“X2W 

2,02li 

1,899 

1,330 

1 

7,W” 

U3,062 

16,58U 

U,287 

15 

Humphreys 

Lake 

Lauderdale 

Lawrence 

Lewis 

U03 

1,821 

2,697 

h9 

13 

20,71*9 

35,762 

17,528 

258 

Lincoln 

Loudon 

McMinn 

McNairy 

Madison 

~ 1,^98 
1 

100 

2,091 

2,U5l 

~1_3T” 

U 

iiFo 

18,306 

32,949 

Marion 

Marshall 

Maury 

Meigs 

Monroe 

If 

68 

39 

121 

16 

230 

286 

161* 

1*60 

135 

Moore 

Obion 

Perry 

Polk 

11 

1,581 

39 

100 

59 

9,129 

139 

520 

lk  _] 
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TABLE  19  = Continued 


TABLE  20  UPLAND  COTTON  PROGRAM  - 1 966 


COUNTY 

FARMS 

STATE  TOTAL 

10,286 

Bedford 

91 

Benton 

383 

Bradley 

19 

Cannon 

8 

Carroll 

2,518 

DIVERSION 

PAYMENT 


12.,9609J933k 


22,771 
61,753 
1,1*98 
1*6  6 
619, 7iq 


PRICE  SUPPORT 
PAYMENT 


32,5,1214 

21,857 

58,8714 

1,723 

315 

729,355 


[Chester 

1,101 

358,928 

1^0,657 

Coffee 

128 

25,051 

26,U22 

Crockett 

1,880 

871,132 

1,1^29,925 

Decatur 

h09 

96,318 

83,810 

Dyer 

2,02.7  

620,823 

. 1,268,068 

Fayette 

1*928 

929*752” 

1,666,3140 

Franklin 

538 

127,852 

Il4l,8l3 

Gibson 

14,0^6 

1,173,825 

1,837,566 

piles 

753 

130,550 

139,997 

Grundy 

10 

1q630 

1,9014 

Hamilton 

22 

3,633  “ 

2,952 

Hardeman 

1,1*67 

582,391  ' 

8214,530 

Hardin 

933 

199,599 

238,098 

Haywood 

1,929 

752,686 

1,721*5623 

Henderson 

1,651 

530,879 

611,685  | 

Henry 

120*597”  1 

Humphreys 

2 

293 

275 

Lake 

395 

1466,671 

903,1490 

Lauderdale 

1,779 

750,055 

1,1488,137 

Lawrence 

.1,878  | 

1429,890  1 

lilt!  9 686  I 

PART  III 


-69. 


TABLE  20  - Continued 


COUNTY 

FARMS 

f LITERS  I ON 

PAYMENT 

PRICE  SUPPORT 
PAYMENT 

Lewis 

Lincoln 

McMinn 

McNally 

Madison 

? 

1,1U7 

21 

1,973 

L_  .2,378. 

25o,35ti 
ls22k 
$lks5lh 
61*9,783 

163 

309,083 

l,351i 

632,163 

1,293,620 

Marion 

2 

-~^2wr 

Marshall 

33 

3sZ9k 

7,0  hh 

Maury 

13 

1,1 1.66 

1,88? 

Meigs 

16 

1,896 

1,1x71 

Moore 

5 

677 

90U 

Obion 

t 

Perry 

10 

2,519 

2,979 

jPolk 

20 

3,512 

3,559 

Rhea 

1 

106 

107 

Robertson 

1 

5 

0 

Rutherford 

76,565 

jshelby 

2, 166 

738,387 

1,356,153 

Tipton 

2,313 

886,998 

1,887,631 

Wayne 

369 

60 , 700 

51i,lx38 

Weakley 

1,709 

270,235' 

305,0714 

Williamson 

3 

258“ 

365 

Wilson 

5 

1,3.58 

935 
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PRODUCTION  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAMS 
WHEAT 

Marketing  quotas  were  not  in  effect  on  the  1966  crop  of  wheat* 

The  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1965  authorized  the  wheat  diversion 
and  marketing  allocation  program  for  the  1 966  through  1969  crops  of  wheat* 
Under  this  act  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  required  to  estimate  the 
amount  of  wheat  that  will  be  needed  each  year  for  domestic  use  and  for 
export  and  to  authorize  domestic  marketing  certificates  to  producers 
who  voluntarily  comply  with  farm  allotments  and  other  program  provisions* 
The  act  further  authorizes  a diversion  payment  be  made  to  producers  who 
voluntarily  divert  some  wheat  allotment  acreage  to  conservation  uses 
when  the  National  allotment  drops  below  a certain  level* 

Under  the  1 966  program,  domestic  marketing  certificates  valued  at 
$872,81|5  were  issued  to  participating  producers  on  2,819  farms*  Also, 
under  this  program,  diversion  payments  totaling  $1|28 ,95U  were  made  to 
participating  producers  on  6,392  farms* 

The  following  table  shows  State  data  for  a period  of  five  years  and 
county  data  for  1966  with  respect  to  allotments  and  wheat  acreage* 

TABLE  21  TENNESSEE  WHEAT  STATISTICS 


Iyear 

NUMBER  OF  ALLOTMENTS 

1 111  1 11  

ALLOTTED  ACREAGE 

1962 

32,965 

183,63U 

1963 

27,U99 

177,370 

19614. 

28,903 

201,370 

1965 

29,019 

X98,li50 

1966 

29,265 

1143,061 

TABLE  22 


WHEAT  PROGRAM  PAYMENTS  ~ 1966 


| COUNTY 

J DIVERSION 

1 CERTIFICATE 

1 STATE  TOTAL 

1 1*28,951* 

872,8h5 

Anderson 

1 17 

0 

Bedford 

11,878 

23,292 

Benton 

3,227 

309 

Bledsoe 

2,667 

579 

Blount 

8.719 

13,321 

Bradley 

' 2,595^ 

Campbell 

65l 

0 

Cannon 

l,8tiS 

771 

Carroll 

2,Xl*X 

51*9 

Carter 

288 

513 

Cheatham 

Chester 

196 

182 

Claiborne 

3»85t 

2,879 

Clay 

2,1*22 

1,672 

Cocke 

2q293 

5oli90 

Coffee 

hs  &06 

16,239 

Crockett 

95 1 

1,033 

Cumberland 

1*25 

! 0 

Dafidson 

2,1*58 

1,211 

Decatur 

325 

388 

jDeKalb 

■“37555“ 

1,929 

Dickson 

6,291* 

363 

Dyer 

2,757 

13,062 

Fentress- 

86? 

392 

Franklin 

18,61*2 

1*7 ,383 

Gibson 

993 

1,529  : 

Giles 

7,691 

18,275 

Grainger 

Its  013 

3,1*09 

Greene 

7,556 

11,850 

Grundy 

. 1,037  . 

1*,365  ! 

Hamblen 

23,760 

Hamilton 

753 

1*1*5 

Hancock 

2,1*73 

773  1 

Hardeman 

69k 

757  I 

Hardin 

1,095 

hl8  j 

Hawkins 

7,799 

21,327 

Haywood 

531 

0 

Henderson 

231 

0 

Henry 

7,333 

6,!*6o 

Hickman 

1,202  

2,339 

Houston 

1^C05 

626 

Humphreys 

3,hn 

1,206 

Jackson 

527 

211  1 

Jefferson 

13,072 

22,131 

Johnson 

hh9 

669 

m'M^^-raancrrijf  - .■■-,gira-r7r-r===a  j, 
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TABLE  22  =,  Continued 


COUNTY 

DIVERSION 

CERTIFICATE 

Knox 

3,kkk 

2,319 

Lauderdale 

718 

2,12U 

Lawren.ee 

23,209 

22,950 

Lewis 

3lU 

0 

Lincoln 

1 11,198 

12o78U  1 

Loudon 

7,599 

lj,232 

MeMinn 

5,812 

1,356 

McNally 

li|.6 

0 

Macon 

2a3ii7 

1,578 

Madi  son 

1,182 

0 

Marion 

322 

Marshall 

11,632 

11,916 

Maury 

21,68? 

80,180 

[Meigs 

3,1*50 

315 

[Monroe 

1 9,205' 

! 2,622 

Montgomery 

71,787 

Moore 

358 

X,!l28 

Morgan 

500 

135 

Obion 

2,Ul5 

32,865 

Overton 

5,782 

§.L. 

[Perry 

12J 

Pickett 

2sh99 

0 

Polk 

2,353 

1,355 

Putnam 

6,733 

871c 

Rhea 

1,365 

0 

Roane 

lpBSo 

0 

Robertson 

h2,730 

2Ui,238 

Rutherford 

8 s>k96 

13,632 

Sequatchie 

k7k 

991 

Sevier 

7M9 

9,275 

Shelby  I 

693 

2s72jT 

Smith 

1,038 

960 

Stewart 

1,692 

71a 

Sullivan 

25  618 

li,660 

Sumner 

12,953 

25,855 

Tipton 

59S“ 

M33T 

Trousdale 

923 

697 

Unicoi 

k2  . 

210 

Union 

183 

0 

fan  Buren 

73 

238 

Warren  I 

9sh5>l i 

9,68k 

Washington 

5,581 

8,068 

Wayne 

i*,073 

1*85 

Weakley 

5,26k 

6,917 

White 

6,515 

2, ola  ! 

Williamson 

9,55? 

Wilson 

2,590 

2,688 
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TABLE  23  1966  WHEAT  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENT  DATA 


Anderson 

Bedford 

Benton 

Bledsoe 

Blount 


STATE  TOTAL 


Bradley 

Campbell 

Gannon 

Carroll 

Carter 


Cheatham 

Chester 

Claiborne 

Clay 

Cocke 


Dekalb 

Dickson 

|Dyer 

rayette 

IFentress 


NUMBER.  OF  FARMS 


29^265 


37 

717 

225' 

508 


59 

99 

171 


nor~ 

ia 
65  2 
10? 

212 


265 

886 

2 

83 


ALLOTTED  ACREAGE 


153,061 

59 
5,511 
555 
657 
2,252 


713 

135 

363 

795 

173 


TJHtT 

80 

1,753 

562 

1,301 


Coffee 

“511 

2,559 

Crockett 

159 

136 

Cumberland 

58 

172 

Davidson 

139 

765 

Decatur 

10 

35 

Franklin 

[Gibson 

riles 


508 

375 


Grainger 

381 

1s238 

Greene 

1,750 

5,112 

[Grundy 

96 

hSS~ 

[Hamblen 

575 

2,930 

Hamilton 

65 

317 

Hancock 

217 

6o5 

Hardeman 

16 

137 

Hardin 

TET 

700 

Hawkins 

m 

3,365 

Haywood 

111 

158 

Henderson 

32 

53 

Henry 

662 

2,061 

Hickman 

117 

&ST~ 

Houston 

88 

508 

Humphreys 

170 

818 

Jackson 

56 

130 

Jefferson 

7 65 

5»l°5 
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TABLE  23  =>  Continued 


I COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF  FARMS 

ALLOTTED  ACREAGE 

Johnson 

179 

297 

Knox 

191 

781 

lake 

312 

283 

Lauderdale 

369 

183 

I Lawrence 

803 

39U 

Lewis 

27 

82^ 

Lincoln. 

hhl 

3,1*51 

Loudon 

361 

1,980 

McMinn 

278 

91U 

McNairy 

10 

13 1 

Macon 

' 2^1  ' 

7f>9 

Madison 

U8 

133 

Marion. 

62 

29U 

Marshall 

1LL0 

2,913 

Maury 

614.8 

. 8,279 

Meigs 

”l® 

756 

Monroe 

522 

2 ,51*8 

Montgomery 

52ii 

5,683 

Moore 

hi 

303 

Morgan 

32 

78 

Obion 

ls0hl 

ii,817  ““ 

Overton 

272 

920 

Perry 

hi 

177 

Pickett 

138 

iOl; 

Polk 

101 

381 

Putnam 

' 267 

96U 

Rhea 

123 

583 

Roane 

119 

U69 

Robertson 

1,832 

17,010 

Rutherford 

ii5"6 

2 9 961 

Scott 

XXX 

XXX 

Sequatchie 

38 

173 

Sevier 

L85 

2,281* 

Shelby 

93 

321 

Smith 

99 

hxh 

Stewart 

“TEofT 

m 

Sullivan 

37h 

l,Ul6 

Sumner 

786 

3,681* 

Tipton 

286 

680 

Trousdale 

68 

233 

Unicoi 

29 

a 

Union 

101 

178 

Van  Buren 

33 

97 

Warren 

li.72 

2,076 

Washington 

865 

2.602  

Wayne 

178 

Weakley 

789 

2,725 

White 

238 

1,232 

Williamson 

265 

it,  86? 

Wilson 

205 

I0I8O 

PART  IV 


-75- 


PRICE  SUPPORT  ON  1966  CROPS 

Farmers  in  Tennessee  received  price  support  through  loans  and  purchases 
on  barley,,  com,,  cotton*,  soybeans  and  wheat#  Prices  and  supplies  were 
such  that  no  loans  or  purchases  were  made  on  the  other  small  grains# 

Cotton  loan  notes  were  prepared  at  the  ASGS  county  offices  and  by  approved 
cotton  loan  clerks  located  at  banks*,  gins  and  cotton  companies#  All  loans 
were  disbursed  by  the  county  offices#  Producers  whose  notes  were  prepared 
by  approved  cotton  loan  clerks  could  obtain  loan  advances  from  the  clerk 
or  his  employer  by  naming  the  lender  payee  of  the  note#  Loan  advances 
from  approved  cotton  cooperative  marketing  associations  were  available  to 
members  of  the  association# 

Since  price  support  loans  are  nonrecourse  loans  the  producer  may  forfeit 
or  deliver  the  collateral  to  GCC  in  satisfaction  of  the  loan#  Market 
prices  for  grains  were  such  that  producers  repaid  their  loans<>  They  for- 
feited 55503  bales  of  cotton# 

Cottonseed  was  supported  through  a product  purchase  program#  The  program 
is  based  on  CCCs  offer  to  purchase  cottonseed  products  from  participating 
oil  mills  in  return  for  their  obligation  to  pay  not  less  than  the  support 
price  for  cottonseed#  The  support  price  was  $1x8 #00  per  ton  to  producers 
and  $52 #00  to  ginners  basis  grade  100#  In  any  locality  where  this  pro- 
gram would  otherwise  be  ineffective  CCC  may  purchase  cottonseed  directly 
from  producers  and  ginners#  Cottonseed  sold  above  the  support  price 
throughout  the  1966  ginning  season# 

Wool  is  an  essential  and  strategic  commodity  not  produced  in  sufficient 
quantity  in  the  United  States#  It  is  the  policy  of  Congress  to  encourage 
an  annual  domestic  production  of  about  300  million  pounds  of  shorn  wool# 
The  Secretary  is  directed  to  establish  an  incentive  price  for  shorn  wool 
which  will  encourage  the  larger  production#  For  1966  it  was  65  cents  per 
pound#  The  national  average  price  of  52 #1  cents  was  12 #9  cents  or  2ix#8 
percent  below  the  incentive  price#  In  order  to  encourage  producers  to 
sell  wool  for  the  best  price  possible  the  incentive  payment  to  the  in- 
dividual is  determined  by  applying  the  rate  to  his  net  sales  proceeds# 
Payments  are  also  made  for  wool  on  lambs  sold  before  their  first  shear- 
ing# 
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TABLE  1 


1966  WHEAT  LOANS 
FARM  STORAGE 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  CF 
LOANS 

QUANTITY 

(BUSHELS) 

AMOUNT 

LOANED 

STATE  TOTAL 

19 

2l*9  371 

$32«1*91«50 

Jefferson 

3 

, . 
3,165 

1*5,398*72 

Montgomery 

3 

5,270 

6,955.87 

Robertson 

9 

9,978 

13,169.96 

pumner 

3 

2,500 

3,299*00 

[Warren 

1 

3,1*58 

1*9667.95 

TABLE  2 

1966  WHEAT  LOANS 
WAREHOUSE  STORAGE 

COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 

QUANTITY 

AMOUNT 

LOANS 

(BUSHELS) 

LOANED 

STATE  TOTAL 

3 

1,1*5  .. 

$19  1*67.89 

Montgomery 

2 

1*85 

610.95 

|Robertson 

1 

660 

856.91* 
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TABLE  3 


1966  SOYBEAN  LOANS 
FARM  STORAGE 


TABLE  b 


1966  SOYBEAN  LOANS 
WAREHOUSE  STORAGE 


TABLE  5 


1 966  BARLEY'  LOANS 
FARM  STORAGE 
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TABLE  6 


1966  CORN  LOANS 
FARM  STORAGE 


TABLE  7 MOBILE  DRYING  EQUIPMENT  LOANS 

JULY  1,  1966  - JUNE  30s  1967 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF  LOANS 

AMOUNT  LOANED 

STATE  TOTAL 

2 

$895.19 

Gibson 

1 

327.88 

i Obi on 

1 

567.31 
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TABLE  8 FARM  STORAGE  FACILITY  LOANS 

JULY  19  1966  - JUNE  30 , 1967 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF  LOANS 

AMOUNT  LOANED 

STATE  TOTAL 

6? 

Carroll 

1 

4695o31 

Chester 

2 

U,lil8c00 

Coffee 

5 

9s?l+6e9? 

Crockett 

7 

h^h9o09 



k 

13«039o82 

Fayette 

1 

Gibson 

17 

23,029o3i* 

Hardeman 

h 

9,675o6? 

Haywood 

2 

2,822 .UU 

McNairy 

1 

b91»9k 

Madison 

" 1 

Marshall 

2 

io,o5iu2l* 

Obion 

6 

9,85U.70 

Robertson 

6 

13,899o15 

Sumner 

2 

3»85lo50  1 

Tipton 

1 

i>ao0li3 

Warren 

1 

U5382„06 

Weakley 

2' 

1,73^1$ 

Williamson 

1 

593 0I6 
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TABLE  9 1966  COTTON  LOANS  MADE  BY  COUNTY  OFFICES 


TABLE;  10  1966  COTTON  LOANS  THROUGH 

COOPERATIVE  MARKETING  ASSOCIATIONS 
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TABLE  11  SALES  OF  SHORN  WOOL*  PAYMENTS 3 AND  PROMOTION  FUND  DEDUCTIONS 

1966  MARKETING  YEAR. 


COUNTY 


NOo  I POUNDS 
PRODo  WOOL 
PAID  SOLD 


NET1  SALES  I LAMBS 
PROCEEDS  1 PUR- 
CHASED 


INCENTIVE 

PAYMENTS 


PROMOTION 

FUND; 

DEDUCTIONS 


NET  PAY- 
MENTS TO 


STATE  TOTAL 

1,785' 

359 0 283 

198*21i*0  73 

7*21*5 

*9,121.28 

5.379. 99 

1*3,71*1.29 

Anderson 

Bedford 

Benton 

Bledsoe 

Blount 

1 

150 

2’ 

7 

2 

185 

29*522 

171 

72k 

1*053 

102 „ 6? 
16*  951 0 1*7 
8.lio  90 
38!u56 
55l*o8l 

25ol*6 

1**203.92 
21o05 
95  0 37 
137 060 

2.7? 

1*1*2.50 

2.56 

IO08I* 

15.79 

22.69 

3*761.1*2 

18.1*9 

81*o53 

121.81 

Bradley 
Campbell  - 
Cannon 
Carroll 
Carter 

1 

2 

li-8 

6 

13 

237 
1*78 
69  262 
1*115 
3*1*36 

“uTsT3 
2560 91 

3*366,93 
655 0 03 
2 *011*0  95 

32  o62 

63„71 
83l*o  99 

162  0 1*1* 

1*99  0 71 

“335“ 

7oXY 
93.79 
I60  72 
51.51 

29  oO? 

56.51* 

7l*lo2Q 

11*5.72 

1*1*8  0 20 

Chester 

Claiborne 

Clay 

Cocke 

Coffee 

i 

3 

5 

h 

30 

338 

711* 

817 

5*303 

iWoOT 

1780 71 

383o76 
1*53  0 1*2 
2*92Qo39 

6?5 

33o7i* 
l*l*o  31 
95.16 

112  0 1*6 

720.71* 

3o39 
5.06 
10  069 

12.25 

78.95 

“3035 
39.25 
81*.  1*7 
100 „ 21 
61*Xo79 

Crockett 
Cumberland. 
Davidso  n 
Decatur 
DeKalb 

2 

22 

26 

1 

31 

3*977 

2*923 

351* 

5*226 

Wo7B‘ 
2*0l*l*o91 
1*560„96 
213 olO 
2*?03ol6 

103*W 
50? oil 
387 ol3 
52o85 
6?Oo39 

“_ir~ 

59.60 

1*3.76 

5.31 

78.3i* 

90.70 
1*1*7  o5l 
31*3.37 
1*7.51* 

592.05 

Dickson 

Dyer 

Fayette 

Fentress 

[Franklin 

“TT 

5 

8 

7 

21 

3*051*” 

2*06? 

2*690 

l*Cl*2 

6,168 

1*735. 5T 
1*225*80 
1*51*1.1*5 
532.55 

3.338.26 

1*30  0 1*2 

303o99 

382.29 

132 e06 
827o8 9 

31.00 
1*0  0 33 
15.61 
92.1*7 

rjBCT 

272. 99 
31*1.96 
116.1*5 
735.1*2 

Gibson 

biles 

Grainger 

Greene 

Grundy 

10 

27 

1 

Ik 

2 

~X635T- 

4*861* 

198 

2*111 

233 

2*156.85 
f*?30o55 
103 0 07 
1*150.89 
12O083 

55CT9- 
677 .18 
25.56 
285ol*l* 
29o97 

^~5o3o”“ 

72o90 

2.97 

31.62 

3.1*9 

" TtOP 

60i*o28 

22.59 

253.82 

26.1*8 

Hamblen 

Hancock 

Hardeman 

Hardin 

Hawkins 

3 

1 

3 

k 

8 

797 
102 
1*062 
1*262 
1*728  _ 

HlyfTW^ 

56061 

613*07 

689o38 

1.056.73 

108.61 
ll*„  Oi* 

152 0 05 
170 0 97 
262.07 

'11.95 

1.53 
15o93 
18  c 91 
25  089 

96066 

12.51 

136.12 

152.06 

236.18 

Haywood 

Henderson 

Henry 

Hickman 

Houston 

1 

5 

7 

18 

1 

72 

1*798 

2*826 

3*811 

183 

l*06lo62 
1*632 0 36 

2*26lo32 

lOb.31 

5.36 
263.29  I 

l*Ol|.o  83 
560 0 78 
25.87 

26096 

1*2.37 

57.13 

20?1* 

ra 

236.33 

362.1*6 

503.65 

23.13 

Humphreys 
Jackson 
J eff erson 
Johnson 
Knox 

6 

19 

6 

15 

1 

585 
1*871* 
1*308 
1*  1*1*5 
259 

~W7rT 

902 089 

?00ol*2 

901o87 

li*Xo93 

223.93 

173.70 

223.66 

35.20 

“XtTI 
28.08 
19  06I 
21.61* 
3.88 

~W7f9 

195.85 

151*o09 

202.02 

31.32 
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COUNTY 

N0o 

PROD. 

PAID 

Lauderdale 

1 

Lawrence 

12 

Lewis 

3 

Lincoln 

68 

Loudon 

3 

Me  Minn 

T 

Macon 

31 

Madison 

h 

Marshall 

71 

Maury 

103 

POUNDS  OF 
WOOL 
SOLD 


NET  SALES 
PROCEEDS 


LAMBS 

PUR- 

CHASED 


[INCENTIVE 

PAYMENTS 


PROMOTION 
FUND 
DEDUCTIONS 
30" 
28 
73 


Jigs 
Monroe 
Montgomery 
Moore 
lorgan 


NET  PAY-  I 
MENTS  TO 
PRODUCERS 
13.70 
1*12.28 
2l|088 
1,1*81,66 
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SALES  OF  UNSHORN  LAMBS*  PAYMENTS*  AND  PROMOTION  FUND  DEDUCTIONS 

1966  MARKETING  YEAR 


TABLE  12 


PAYMENTS 


TMOTtMI  NET ' PAY= 


MENTS  TO 
PRODUCERS 
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TABLE  12  - Continued 


BOUNTY 

iJackson 
efferson 
Johnson 
Lawrence 
Lewis 
Lincoln 
Loudon 
McMinn 
Macon 
Madison 
Marshall 
Maury 
Meigs 
Monroe 
fcntgomery 
Yore 
[organ 
jObion 
Overton 
Perr] 
Pickett 
IPutnam 
,oane 

[obertson 
lutherford 
iScott 
Sequatchie 
Sevier 
Shelby 
imith 


NO,  LIVEWEIGILT  [NO.  LIVEWEIGHT 
PRODo  OF  UNSHORN  LAMBS  AFTER  DEDU 
PAID  LAMBS  SOLD  SOLD  PURCHASES 


[Van  Buren 
Warren 
fashington 
rayne 


eakley 
ite 
Williamson 
jWilson 


20 


126 


18,595 

8s5oo 

16,618 

29,050 

1.895 

inf^3o 

3,080 

3,095 

130,365 

18,990 

456,130 

3,760 

6,450 

JL89820 

7,960 
29,815 
5,725 

4,750 

13,940 
9-,  075 
22,795 
199,870 

TZtfc 

4.895 
3,345 

835 
276,751 


235 

102 

200 

344 

25 

“+137T 


2,945 

6,545 

3,75o 

29,300 

5,095 

246,580 

461,528 


Stewart 

1 

2,073 

21 

Sullivan 

1.4 

43,291 

474 

[Sumner 

44 

97,545 

1,148 

Tipton 

3 

5,030 

58 

Trousdale 

110 

L 258,444 

3,065 

Union 

1 

2 

34 

79 

44 

311 

481? 

65 

2,693 

5,372 


18,595 
8,500 
16, 618 
29,050 

1,895 

3,080 

3,095 

126,311 

18,990 

432,981 

3,760 

6,450 

18,820 

14^720 

7,960 


PAYMENTS 
ON  UNSHORN 
LAMBS 

96„70 
44o19 
86o4l 


29 
49 
l9o55 
33*54 
97q87 

128 o54 

41.38 


"PROMOTION 
FUND  DE- 
DUCTIONS 

13.95 
6o37 
12.46 
21„77 
lo42 
TToTTT 

2o30 
2.32 
94o70 

I4c24 
H6T3T 
324.67 
2.82 
4.83 
l4oll 


2,945 

6,545 

3,750 
29,300 
~397tSo 

5,095 
239,476 
458^248 


1.33 
l5o3l 
34.03 
' 19o5o 
l52o37 
“2o6yfT 
26„5o 
1,245.23 
20382o88 


32o46 
67.03 
3.76 
193 o 75 
>19 
20  21. 
4.91 

2o8l 

21o  96 

'WM 

3o8l 

179.54 

343.57 


NET  PAY 
MENTS  TO 
PRODUCERS 

82c75 
37.82 
73«95 
129.27 
8o43 


13.72 
13.77 

562ol7 
84.51 
790M 
1,926o82 

16.73 
28o71 
83o7  6 

110o02 

35.41 
132o7l 
25.49 

21c  12 

6l  o6l 

40c38 
101 o44 
889.51 
73.21 
21o78 

14.89 
3.71 
,231.59 
9.23 
192.66 
397.73 
22.39 
,l50ol8| 
1< 
13.10! 
29.12 
16069 
130.411 
175.96 

22.691 

1,065.691 

2,039.3] 
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1966  FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM 

Again  in  1 966  s the  Feed  Grain  Program  for  corna  barley  and  grain  ajorghum 
was  a continuation  of  the  program  authorised  by  the  Agricultural  Act  of 

1963. 

The  program  was  designed  to  a 

1 Raise  farm  income  by  assuring  fair  prices  for  feed  grain 
producers  and  by  providing  a basis  for  stable  livestock 
price So 

2 Continue  the  reduction  of  surplus  feed  grains ®, 

3 Reduce  program  costs  to  taxpayers  by  reducing  the  cost  of 
storage  and  grain  held  in  Government  inventory,, 

As  in  previous  yearss  participation  in  the  1966  program  was  entirely 
voluntary  by  producers  of  feed  grains 0 Producers  who  participated  in 
the  program^,  made  reductions  from  the  farm  feed  grain  bases  and  complied 
with  program  regulations^  received  payments  for  diverting  such  acres  to 
conservation  usess  and  became  eligible  for  price  support  payments  and 
price  Support  loans  on  their  1966  crops  of  corns  barley  and  grain  sor- 
ghurrio 

The  minimum  diversion  was  20  percent  of  the  total  farm  feed  grain  basec 
The  maximum  diversion  was t for  farms  with  a feed  grain  base  of  2$  acres 
or  less,,  the  entire  base  could  be  diverted^  and  for  farms  with  a feed 
grain  base  of  more  than  25  acress  the  largest  acreage  that  could  be  di- 
verted was  the  largest  of  25  acres  or  50  percent  of  the  base5  not  to 
exceed  the  base* 

Diversion  payments  were  made  as  follows t 

1 For  farms  with  total  feed  grain  bases  of  25  acres  or  less5 
payment  at  the  rate  of  I4.O  percent  of  the  regular  diversion 
rate  was  made  on  the  first  20  percent  of  the  base0  Diversion 
of  acreage  in  excess  of  the  minimum  of  20  percent  was  paid 
at  the  regular  diversion  rate0 

2 For  farms  with  total  feed  grain  bases  of  more  than  25  acres 
but  less  than  Yh  acres 9 payment  was  made  at  the  regular  rate 
for  diversion  up  to  22  acres,,  provided  maximum  diversion  was 
made s no  feed  grain  acreage  was  planted  on  the  farm,,  and  no 
substitution  of  feed  grains  and  wheat  was  made0 

Price  support  payment  was  made  to  eligible  producers  on  actual  planted 
feed  grains  on  the  fartrio  These  payments  were  limited  to  the  smaller  of 
the  total  permitted  acreage  or  50  percent  of  the  total  feed  grain  base,. 

The  following  charts  are  a condensed  summary  of  participation^  by  coun~ 
tiesj,  in  the  1966  Feed  Grain  Program  in  Tennessee,, 
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TABLE  1 


1966  FEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM 


COUNTY 

NO,  FEED 
GRAIN  FARMS 

NO,  FARMS 
PARTICIPATING 

BASE  ACRES- PARTICIPATING  FARMS 

CORN 

GRAIN 

SORGHUM 

BARLEY 

j STATE  TOTAL 

118,987 

51,296 

911,130 

38,068 

25  9IU8 

Anderson 

Bedford 

Benton 

Bledsoe 

Blount 

370 

1,1479 

8I4I4 

653 

1,051 

97 

683 

U67 

268 

357 

812 
13,033 
7,1431 
6,232 
...  14,223  . 

0 

2,519 

50? 

265 

lb3 

20 

1,138 

50 

117 

27b 

j Bradley 

tSt 

267 

3,206 

18“ 

~w 

Campbell 

711 

203 

1,581 

0 

0 

Cannon 

897 

389 

6,143 

23 

U8 

j Carroll 

2,557 

1,502 

29,625 

959 

216 

1 Carter 

896 

288 

1,105 

0 

17 

Cheatham 

510 

8,135 

* 

121 

Chester 

1,1214 

60I4 

13,262 

168 

0 

Claiborne 

2,139 

829 

14,305 

2 

39 

Clay 

882 

192 

7,989 

253 

16? 

Cooke 

1,265 

352 

14,372 

0 

68 

pCo'ffee'1  " 

1,5«-4o 

“ITT” 

10,1419 

"473“ 

383 

Crockett 

1,463 

8l5 

11,501 

1,081; 

b2 

Cumberland 

888 

358 

3,579 

0 

9 

Davidson 

606 

l!i6 

2,304 

291 

98 

Decatur 

8I49 

U5i 

10,390 

3 

16 

DeKalb 

Dickson 

Dyer 

Fayette 

Fentress 


Franklin. 

Gibson 

Giles 

Grainger 

Greene 


l,3bb 

1,612 

1,776 


1,790 

3,b?8 

1,978 

l,l5l 

3J±65 


766 

562 

587 

b5Y 


l,b91 

1,102 


11,169 
114,378 
21,657 
P553 
13AST 
2b, 102 
19,28b 
2,250 
7,026 


120 

186 

366 

20 

109 


.,199 

Ik 

no 


Grundy 

Hamblen 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hardeman 

397 

67b 

52? 

1,250 

X,b9Q 

“TCP 

132 

196 

511 

750 

2,75o“ 

l,b69 

2,903 

3,39b 

20,883 

72 

8 

66 

0 

720 

TCP 

86 

27 

13 

3b  ... 

Hardin 

“Tuts- 

“w 

23,938  - 

1,226 

12b 

Hawkins 

1,821 

bbo 

4,931 

92 

119 

Haywood 

l,7b0 

bb2 

12,374 

X,b6b 

80 

Henderson 
Henry 
Hickman 
Houston 
Humphreys 
Jackson 
Jefferson 


2,092 

ft 
1|17 
801 
1,171 
1,100 


1,078 

,0gL 

281 
lao 
921; 
351 
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COUNTY 


STATE  TOTAL 


Anderson 

Bedford 

Benton 

Bledsoe 

Blount 

Bradley 

Campbell 

Cannon 

Carroll 

Carter 


Cheatham 

Chester 

Claiborne 

Clay 

Cocke 


Coffee 
I Crockett 
Cumberland 
Davidson 
Decatur 


DeKalb 

Dickson 

Dyer 

Fayette 

Fentress 

Franklin 

Gibson 

Giles 

Grainger 

Greene 


BASE  ACRES 

.DIVERTED 

TOTAL  YALUE 

| CORN 

SORGHUM 

BART  .FT 

TOTAL 

EARNED  PAYMENTS 
(DOLLARS). 

5599750 

16,822 

r 7 s*85 

581*,  057 

$22,082,862 

8,085" 
5,  300? 
3,337 
2,928 

1,320 
4507 
18,165 
1,017 
,,092 
7,503 
3,865 
5,66U 
2,897 


T^2 

7,761 
3,031 
1,539 
6,152 
7 $U5k 
8„U35 
7,ll*3 
9,206 

3^555 

15,109 
12,012 
1,892 


0 

10 

1,211 

336 

222 

3 

108 

1 33 

89  ! 

l 106 

2? 

0 

0 

17 

19 

1*1*2 

73 

0 

8 

197 

72 

75 

0 

2 

33 

152 

56 

0 

7 

20? 

89 

1*88 

26 

0 

0 

76 

1*3 

2 

3 

■cry 

“HB" 

196 

90 

21*1 

97 

311 

12 

2 | 

1*1* 

679 
9,632 
5,530 
3,1*78 
3,123 
tb9T 
1,320 
1*,  5U3 
18,680 
,025 


2,90l* 


r^w 

8,275 

3,031 

1,658 

6,157 

ifzw 
8 721 
7,1*81 
9,529 
3,601 
-,927 
15,665 
13,188 
1,911* 
l*ai*23 


22,850 

331,1*75 

l?l*,028 

152,923 

126,82? 

51,3*8 
157 9 352 
698,030 
1*25,197 
>0' 
298^185 
157,629 
195,055 
122,1*90 
2657ST 
29l*,605 
109,577 
55,665 
238,065 
273,1*27 

306,191* 

360,851 

1*69,773 

126c,569 


1*26,167 
73,086 
202 „ 102 


Grundy 

1,359 

38 

11 

1,608 

I 70,602 

Hamblen 

1,076 

0 

32 

1,108 

1*3,812 

Hamilton 

2,216 

31* 

11 

2,261 

71,670 

Hancock 

2,81? 

0 

8 

2,825 

118,1*60 

Hardeman 

10,070 

210 

11* 

10/291* 

1*28  „ 1*15 

Hardin. 

158 

r~ ™t 

9,908 

!*l5, 1*1*5 

Hawkins 

3,012 

20 

53 

3,085 

11*3,139 

Haywood 

5,71*8 

525 

31 

6,301* 

286,762 

Henderson 

11*,  130 

16? 

JL 

ll*,  298 

576,81*3 

Henry 

13,127 

561 

210 

13<,898 

551*, 090 

Hickman 

7,1*16 

219 

“TT” 

7,691* 

”32^7361 

Houston 

3,1*90 

15 

37 

3,51*2 

107,139 

Humphreys 

5,831 

190 

27 

6,Ol*8 

279,1*93 

Jackson 

10,762 

20 

11 

10,793 

378,  2*16 

(Jefferson 

2,916 

33 

70 

3,019  1 

117,733 
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COUNTY 

N0„  FEED 
GRAIN  FARMS 

N0o  FARMS 
PARTICIPATING 

BASE  AC  RES- PART I C I PAT ING  FARMS 

CORN 

GRAIN 

SORGHUM 

BARLEY 

Johnson 

1,012 

371 

1,838 

0 

125 

Knox 

776 

216 

3,097 

71 

71 

Lake 

255 

59 

3s26it 

60 

366 

Lauderdale 

1,512 

511 

15,381 

211 

188 

Lawrence 

2,763 

l-  1,519 

22,128 

.1,003  ! 

563 

Lewis 

221 

3,588 

71 

7 

Lincoln 

■ 2,080 

1,015 

19,766 

813 

920 

[Loudon 

803 

291 

3,566 

6 

18? 

McMinn 

1,009 

509 

1,599 

8 

109 

MeNairy 

2,lllt  - 

1013 

27,6V 

212 

0 

Macon 

1,732 

733 

W2T 

276 

120 

Madison 

2,186 

999 

20,092 

380 

18 

Marion 

586 

275 

6,910 

551 

,72 

Marshal,  1 

937 

515 

7,935 

1,313 

1,022 

[Maury 

148I1  . 

700 

11,510 

1,317 

2,888 

Meigs 

518 

266 

3,237 

50 

63 

Monroe 

1,532 

131 

U„5X3 

6 

62 

Montgomery 

i,5lo 

818 

18,082 

951 

1,113 

Moore 

357 

157 

2»U32 

21 

11 

Morgan 

135 

116 

1,151 

0 

0 

Obion 

1,903 

701 

23,681 

■"598 ' 

298 

Overton 

1,520 

875 

9S520 

16 

1 

Perry 

532 

315 

8,156 

la 

6 

Pickett 

586 

380 

39ltl5 

120 

26 

Polk 

390 

209 

3,223 

65 

173  . 

Putnam 

1,691 

912 

ills 

2I2 

163 

Rhea 

538 

179 

2,196 

102 

1 

Roane 

511 

216 

2,330 

13 

ill 

Robertson 

2,112 

969 

20,133 

1,591! 

1,722 

Rutherford 

1,685 

736 

15,837 

1,066 

l»2l*9  . .. 

Scott 

557  ' 

313 

2,615 

0 

0 

Sequatchie 

228 

112 

2,098 

111 

31 

Sevier 

1,130 

113 

1,868 

276 

109 

Shelby 

1,911 

571 

11,158 

1,119 

62 

Smith 

1,196 

586 

10,713 

321 

1 231  1 

Sullivan 
Sumner 
Tipton 
[Trousdale 
pJnicoi 
(Union 
ran  Buren 
barren 
Washington 
[Wayne 
Weakley 
White 

Williamson 

Wilson 


>l60 
>53l 
,188 
1,373 


17  6 
980 
563 
221 
99 
232 
102 
807 
365 


,013 
1,515 
13,019 
12,992 
3,872 
39T 
1,261 
1,251 
13,219 
2,851 

38,279 

9,391. 

9,371 

10,268 


0 

1,005 
223 
255 


273 

=,311 

185 

595 

153 
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COUNTY 


Johnson 

Knox 

Lake 

Lauderdale 
Lawrence 
ms~~~ 
Lincoln 
Loudon 
McMinn 
McNair: 
Macon 
Madi son 
Marion 
Marshall 
Maury 


COM 


GRAIN 
SCRGHUM 


BARLEY 


Meigs 
Monroe 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Morgan 
Obion 
Overton 
Perry 
Pickett 
Polk 
Putnam 
Rhea 
Roane 
Robertson 
Rutherford 
Scott 
Sequatchie 
Sevier 
Shelby 
Smith 
[Stewart 
Sullivan 
Sumner 
Tipton 
Trousdale 
Unicoi 
Union 
Van  Buren 
Warren 
{Washing  ton 
Jayne 
IWeakley 
White 

Williamson 

Wilson 


l,U?5 
2 <,192 
1,135 
7,038 
l69276 

II, 933 

2 r,  U28 

4039 
15 o 339 
~JJW 

III,  000 
u,009 
5,595 

8.195 

3,558 
9,697 
1,802 
975 
157 9W 
7 ,681 
U,U78 
2,8?0 

2.171 

OtT 

1,872 

1»9XU 

10,126 

9,097 

xsxr*t6~ra3srrra|rrttria 

XET 

1,1476 

3,U3 

5,382 

6„l01 

Xw 

1,153 

9.195 
5,926 
2,709 
~%o 

1.172 
993 

9,31^2 
2,232 
10,605“ 
21,789 
6,615 
5,210 
753 


133 

576 

212 

2U6 

258 


196 


0 


TOTAL 

1,563 
2,251 
1,235 
7,092 
16,977 
“T32T 
12 , 5n 

2,U93 
U,123 
15,14  31; 
7,527 
114,305 
14,276 
6,568 
9,8)49 
X^9 
3,591 
10,379 
1,812 
975 
'11,1 69 
7,81i7 
l,l9l 
2,997 
A35£ 
12HT 
i,95i 
1,963 
11,276 
9,771 


TOTAL" 

EARNED  PAYMENTS 

(DOLLARS) 


VoT 
i,U93 
3,630 
5,722 
666 1 


3,897 
1,162 
10,14)46 
6,083 
2,928 
351 

1,172 

998 

9,891 

2,293 

lot™ 

22,387 
6,911 
5,726| 
8, 


78,7)40 
87,127 
83,1488 
313,292 
U82, 

373 
116,103 
91,510 
130,511 
609,282 
251,3^1 
1413,0145 
171,782 
205,329 
318,678 

129,191 
150,099 
59,309 
32,018 
59 6,233" 
252,613 
183,713 
107,72? 
82^297 


299,760 
66,001 
67,716 
199,178 
337,938 
" M,  70I4" 
59,970 

118,636 

201,592 

2l7o781 


711 
16,636 
361,265 
267,023 
91,652 


11,980 
10,783 
31,273 
333,165 
IOIJI49. 

10,332 
865,956 
216,216 
207,811 
‘ ,033 
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COMPLIANCE 


The  foundation  upon  which  all  programs  are  based  are  the  determinations 
made  by  checking  compliance  with  program  provisions,,  In  determining  the 
compliance  with  program  provisions^  farm  visits  .are  made  by  ASCS  represen- 
tatives® The  county  ASC  Committees  employ  compliance  reporters  to  visit 
farms  and  to  perform  the  following  jobs? 

(1)  Measure  the  acreage  devoted  to  all  crops  subject  to  allotment  and 
marketing  quotas 0 

to 

(2)  Inspect  and  measure  the  acreage  designated  under  the  Soil  Bank  Pro- 
gram5  Feed  Grain  Program  and  Wheat  Diversion  Program,, 

(3)  Measure  the  acreage  of  soil  bank  base  crops  and  crop  acreages  under 
the  Conservation  Reserve  Program,, 

(U)  Determine  the  extent  of  completion  of  certain  practices  performed 
under  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program,,  Cropland  Conversion^ 
Cropland  Adjustment  and  Appalachian  Land  Stabilization  and  Con- 
servation Programs 

(5)  Determine  acreages  of  crops  and  compliance  with  the  Cropland  Adjustment 
Program® 

(6)  Make  farm,  visits  at  the  expense  of  producers  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
measuring and  witnessing  disposition  of  excess  acreage® 

(?)  Measure  Acreages  under  Measurement  Service  which  is  done  at  farmers" 
expense o 

The  compliance  reporters  are  thoroughly  trained  in  this  work  by  State  and 
county  compliance  supervisors  and  other  State  and  county  personnel  to  in- 
sure accurate  determinations®  The  work  of  each  compliance  reporter  is 
spot  checked  periodically  to  insure  accurate  and  timely  completion  of  com- 
pliance work  on  each  farm®  In  1966 <>  there  were  approximately  1525>Q  persons 
employed  on  temporary  basis  in  Tennessee  to  assist  in  completing  the  com- 
pliance program® 

AERIAL  PHOTOGRAPHY 

A part  of  the  compliance  program  is  maintaining  for  each  county  in  the 
State  a complete  .and  up-to-date  set  of  aerial  photographs®  The  photographs 
are  enlarged  from  an  aerial  negative  to  a desired  scale® 

A system  has  been  worked  out  to  obtain  new  aerial  photographs  for  the  en- 
tire State  every  five  or  six  years®  This  is  accomplished  by  dividing  the 
counties  of  the  State  into  areas  and  obtaining  new  photography  for  one 
area  each  year0  See  map  showing  status  of  aerial  photography  coverage  as 

of  June  30s  1966® 
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New  aerial  photographs  are  developed  by  the  Aerial  Photographic  Labora- 
tory  maintained  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  from  negatives  delivered 
by  firms  under  contract®  After  the  negatives  are  developed  the  photo- 
graphs  are  made  and  enlarged  to  the  desired  scale® 

In  order  to  insure  the  accuracy  of  all  aerial  photographs  to  be  used  in 
compliance  work,,  they  are  scale  checked  by  trained  personnel  in  each  county 
by  comparing  the  distance  measured  on  the  photograph  and  on  the  ground® 

The  photographs  are  also  used  by  other  Federal  Agencies,  state,,  county  and 
city  highway  planning  bodies,  by  private  organizations  and  individuals  who 
need  scaled  photos  of  large  areas  in  planning  their  operations®  Any  per- 
son interested  in  purchasing  photographs  can  obtain  information  and  neces- 
sary order  forms  from  any  county  or  State  ASCS  office. 

During  1966  contract  was  let  for  flying  2 1*  counties  with  an  area  of  95096 
square  miles®  The  contractor  did  not  deliver  any  of  the  counties  during 
19665  but  it  is  expected  that  all  of  the  contract  will  be  completed  in 
1967.  New  photography  xxras  received  for  21  counties  with  10,893  square  miles 
which  was  contracted  for  in  1965® 

HOW  ACREAGE  IS  MEASURED 


Aerial  photography  is  used  in  all  counties  in  Tennessee  for  measuring 
field  acreage  with  the  exception  of  small  fields  of  tobacco  which  are 
ground,  measured®  These  photographs  are  actual  pictures  of  field,  sub- 
division and  farm  lands  contained  in  each  farm  boundary®  The  accuracy  of 
aerial  photographs  are  checked  to  a point  of  near  perfection®  Experience 
has  proven  that  aerial  photography  is  the  most  economical  and  accurate 
method  of  measuring  acreage® 

Compliance  reporters  carry  the  aerial  photographs  to  the  field  and  first 
make  a visual  inspection  of  the  field®  Then  to  measure  the  acreage  the 
reporter  plots  the  exact  field  planted  in  its  proper  location  on  the  photo- 
graph® In  some  instances  reporters  measure  from  objects  outside  the  plant- 
ed area  in  order  to  establish  on  the  photograph  the  exact  point  where  the 
crop  to  be  measured  begins  or  ends0  Land  in  the  field  not  planted  to  the 
crop  being  measured  which  is  eligible  for  deduction  is  measured  and  listed 
to  be  subtracted  in  the  county  office  from  the  acreage  determined  for  the 
field® 

HOW  ACREAGE  IS  COMPUTED 

Photographs  returned  to  the  county  office  are  checked  for  completeness® 

Each  field  marked  on  the  photograph  is  examined  to  be  sure  that  the  re- 
port shows  a field  number  and  what  crop  is  planted®  Acreage  is  deter- 
mined from  the  photograph  by  the  use  of  a ,splanimeter,!,  a precision-built 
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instrument  for  determining  acreage0  Rigid  tests  have  proven  the  planimeter 
to  be  the  most  accurate  instrument  available  for  use  in  determining  acre- 
age on  aerial  photographs 0 

Planimeter  operators  follow  around  the  complete  field  boundary  with  the 
movable  arm  of  the  instrument^  and  an  acreage  reading  is  recorded  on  a 
dial  similar  to  a modern-day  electric  meter0  To  insure  accuracy s each 
field  is  checked  three  times*,  Eligible  deductions  listed  by  the  reporter 
are  figured  and  subtracted  from  the  acreage  in  the  field,, 

NOTICE  TO  PRODUCERS 

The  operator  of  each  farm  is  mailed  a "'Notice  of  Acreage8"  by  the  county 
ASGS  office  immediately  after  the  acreages  are  computed  for  the  farm,,  Any 
farm  which  is  not  in  compliance  with  program  provisions  is  given  an  oppor- 
tunity to  adjust  any  irregular! tiess  such  ass  disposition  of  excess  acre- 
age or  adjustment  of  diverted  acreages,, 

COMPLIANCE  BI  PRODUCER  CERTIFICATION 

Compliance  by  producer  certification  was  used  in  22  Tennessee  counties  in 
I9660  Counties  in  which  this  new  approach  in  determining  compliance  was 
used  were?  Bledsoe,,  Bradley^,  Coffee^  David so n5  Dicksoh^,  Franklin^,  Gibson,, 
Grundy  s Hamilton^  Hickman,,  Humphreys^  Lewis 9 Marion,,  Marshall,,  Perry  5 Polk5 
Rhea5  Rutherford,,  Sequatchie s Trousdale s Van  Buren  and  Warren0 

Farm  operators  in  the  above  counties  reported  their  eottona  peanuts^,  feed 
grain  and  wheat  acreages,,  Reports  were  accepted  from  operators  of  9S6 29 
Feed  Grain  and  Wheats  5^27  Cotton  and  6?  Peanut  farms0  A study  showed  that 
we  had  very  satisfactory  results  from  this  program,,  Experience  to  date  has 
proven  that  very  few  farmers  lose  program  benefits  through  failure  to  file 
accurate  certifications,, 

The  procedure  for  determining  compliance  by  producer  certification  works 
this  ways 

Each  farmer  was  furnished  a photocopy  of  his  farm  showing  the  farm? s boun- 
daries and  known  field  acreages „ These  photocopies  were  of  considerable 
assistance  to  the  farmer  in  laying  out  areas  to  be  planted  and  in  certify- 
ing crop  acreages,,  The  farmer  was  given  all  available  assistance  by  the 
county  office,,  including  measurement  service  (at  his  expense)  if  he  re- 
quested it* 

The  operator  was  asked  to  visit  the  county  office  by  not  later  than  an 
announced  date  to  report  and  certify  to  his  acreages,,  He  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  dispose  of  excess  acreages  any  time  pri g?  |o  the  time  he  made 
his  certification,,  After  certifications  were  obtained  spot  checks  were 
made  as  a means  of  checking  the  accuracy  of  the  certifications  and  main- 
taining administrative  control,,  Excess  acreage  cannot  be  adjusted  for 
program  compliance  after  the  crop  is  measured  in  this  spot  cheek* 
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This  program,  has  been  initiated  by  ASGS  in  an  effort  to  improve  the  ad- 
ministration of  programs.,  provide  farmers  with  a better  understanding  of 
program  commitments*  reduce  possible  violations*  develop  greater  con- 
fidence and  responsibility  of  farmers  in  administering  the  programs  on 
their  individual  farms.,  secure  greater  cooperation  and  reduce  adminis- 
trative costs  of  farm  programs 0 

MEASUREMENT  SERVICE 


The  State  Committee  authorized  measurement  service  in  1966  to  farmers  for 
the  measurement  of  acreage  for  any  crop  or  program,.  The  farmer  making  the 
request  for  official  measurement  pays  the  cost  of  this  service 0 Farmers 
in  81  counties  requested  this  service0 

The  following  tabulation  is  a report  of  the  amount  of  measurement  service 
completed  in  1966 % 

CROP  NUMBER  OF  FARMS 


Stake  Service,,  (Formerly  premeasured) 


Cotton 

12*970 

Wheat  & Feed  Grain 

1,525 

Tobacco 

1,192 

Other  Measurement  Service 

9U8 

Total  Farms 

16*635 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM  AND  OTHER  CONSERVATION  PROGRAMS 

The  county  committees  are  responsibile  for  determining  compliance  on  prac- 
tices for  which  cost  shares  are  approved,.  Spot  checks  are  made  by  county 
and  State  compliance  supervisors  on  practices  and  on  conservation  materials 
and  services  furnished  on  purchase  orders,,  A spot  check  is  made  of  vendors5 
records  who  furnished  conservation  materials  and  services,,  A minimum  of 
five  percent  of  the  farms  on  which  practices  are  reported  by  farmers  are 
spot  checked  to  determine  that  farmers  and  vendors  are  complying  with  program 
requirement  So 

COMPLIANCE  ACREAGE  DETERMINATION 

The  following  tabulation  is  a report  by  commodities  and  programs  of  the 
number  of  farms  on  which  acreage  was  determined  in  1966„  In  1 966  acre- 
age determinations  were  made  on  1R9  * 0u5  farms  with  approximately  three 
million  acres 0 
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NAME  OF  CROP  CR 
PROGRAM 

Burley  Tobacco 

Fire -Cured  Tobacco 

Dark  Air-Cured  Tobacco 

Cotton 

Peanuts 

Rice 

Wheat  & Feed  Grain 
Conservation  Reserve 
CAP  Program 


NUMBER  OF  FARMS  FOR  WHICH 
ACREAGES  WERE  DETERMINED 

90,2Ul 

7,173 

U,292 

U3sllil 

119 

5 

53 S9U6 

3,  Olil 

735 


-K-  -if  -!!-  * -if  -if-  -if  -if-  -«-  -if-  -if  -if 

Total  Number  of  Farms  Remeasured 

at  Farmer's  Request  1,8914- 

Total  Number  of  Farms  Requesting 
Dispositions  of  Excess  Acreage 
and  Adjustments  in  Diverted 
Acreage 0 


25,877 


STATUS  OF  AERIAL  PHOTOGRAPHY  COVERAGE 


► 

o 

n 

c 


m 

TO 

< 

n 

m 
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LEGEND 


Aerial  photography  coverage  shown  is  latest  existing  coverage  secured  by  ASCS  (and  its  predecessor  agencies 
CSS,  PMA,  AND  AAA  ). 


Other  ASCS  photography  older  than  that  shown  is  available  in  many  instances.  Inquiries  about  its  availability 

MAY  BE  DIRECTED  TO  THE  LABORATORY  SERVING  THE  STATE  INVOLVED. 


□ 


Outlines  partial  county  coverage 

NP  - no  ASCS  coverage 


identifies  areas  unoer  contract 


All  ASCS  photography  secured  at  a scale  of  1:20,000  with  8 1/4  inch  lens  and  on  panchromatic  film  unless 
otherwise  noted. 


SYMBOLS  USED  TO  IDENTIFY  COVERAGE 

I NFRA-RED  F I LM 

Scale  of  I : 10,000 
Scale  of  1 : 12,000 
Scale  of  I s 15,840 
Year  majority  Coverage  Flown 

60  C D E R 
6 W Z 

12  inch  lens 
6 inch  lens 

number  photo  index  sheets  * 


* This  number,  when  shown  for  older  coverage  of  areas  partially  re  photographed,  is  approximate  only. 


Requests  for  information  regarding  ASCS  aerial  photography  in  Eastern  and  western  States,  listed  below, 
should  be  addressed  to: 


Western  laboratory 

Aerial  Photography  Division  - ASCS 

u,  S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

2505  Parley's  Way 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84109 


Eastern  Laboratory 
Aerial  Photography  Division  - ASCS 
U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
45  South  French  Broad  Avenue 
Asheville,  North  Carolina  28801 


Alaska 

Nebraska 

Ala  bama 

Massachusetts 

Rhode  Island 

Ar i zona 

Nevada 

Connect icut 

Michigan 

South  Carol  ina 

Arkansas 

New  Mexico 

Delaware 

m 1 NNESOTA 

South  Dakota 

Cal iforn  i a 

North  Dakota 

Florida 

Mississippi 

Tennessee 

Colsrado 

Oklahoma 

Georgia 

Missouri 

Vermont 

Hawa  1 1 

Oregon 

Illinois 

New  Hampshire 

Virginia 

1 daRo 

Texas 

Indiana 

New  Jersey 

West  Virginia 

Kansas 

Utah 

1 owa 

New  York 

w 1 scons  in 

Louis  iana 

Wash i ngton 

Kentucky 

North  Carolina 

Montana 

Wyoming 

MA  1 NE 

0 

1 

O 

Maryland 

Pennsylvan ia 

Requests  for  information  relative  to  Forest  Service  and  Soil  Conservation  Service  aerial  photography  should 

BE  ADDRESSED  TO: 


Director,  division  of  engineering 
Forest  Service 

u„  s.  department  of  Agriculture 
Washington  D,  C.  20250 


Director,  Cartographic  Division 
Soil  Conservation  service,  USDA 
Feoeral  Center  Building 
Hyattsville,  Maryland  20781 


All  photographic  coverage  secured  on  nitrate  film  during  years  of  1936  through  1941  has  been  transferred  to 
national  Archives.  Requests  for  information  relative  to  this  coverage  should  be  addressed  to: 


National  Archives  and  Records  Service 
Cartographic  Branch 
General  Services  Administration 
Washington  d.  C.  20408 


